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Figure 2.47 Measured and predicted centerline temperature for IFA-629.3 rod 6 (starting 
burnup=62 GWd/MTU, ending burnup=68 GWd/MTU, as-fabricated radial 
gap=84μm) 

 
Figure 2.48 shows the measured and predicted centerline temperature for IFA-606 Phase 2.  This 
figure shows reasonable agreement between the FRAPCON-3.3 predictions and the data (within 
±75K).   
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Figure 2.48 Measured and predicted centerline temperature for IFA-606 Phase 2 (starting 
burnup=50 GWd/MTU, as-fabricated radial gap=94μm) 

2.2 Fission Gas Release Model and Assessment 
The following section describes the fission gas release model in FRAPCON-3.3 and provides an 
assessment of the prediction.  It is important to be able to predict fission gas release; especially at 
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high release levels as fission gas increases the rod internal pressure and degrades the gap thermal 
conductivity, increasing the fuel temperature.   

2.2.1 Modeling 
The fission gas release (FGR) model in FRAPCON-3.3 is a two-stage diffusion model.  Gas is 
produced inside spherical grains at a rate proportional to power generation.  Gas is allowed to 
diffuse from these grains to the grain boundaries that are considered to be an infinite sink for gas 
atoms.  The diffusion of gas from the grains is controlled by a diffusion coefficient that is a 
function of temperature and burnup.   
 
When the gas atoms arrive at the grain boundaries a fraction of these atoms are considered to be 
re-solved back into the grain.  However, since the resolution depth is very small, these atoms are 
not added back into the atoms still in the grain, but are stored separately as resolved gas.  The 
remaining gas accumulates on the grain boundary until the grain boundary saturation is exceeded.  
This saturation value is a function of temperature, external pressure, and grain size.  When the 
saturation value is exceeded, both the gas on the grain boundary and the resolved gas are released 
to the rod void volume.  The concentration of gas on the grain boundaries must then exceed the 
saturation value for further release to occur.   
 
In addition to this thermally driven gas release, an athermal contribution is also determined that 
models the release of an additional 1% gas for every 10 GWd/MTU of rod average burnup above 
40 GWd/MTU.   
 
In order to accurately model MOX fuel, the diffusion coefficient is increased by an empirical 
constant factor to account for the observation of greater gas release from MOX than UO2.   
 
Many of the parameters in this model are difficult to measure in-reactor.  In order to develop this 
model, values are selected such that the model gives a best-estimate prediction of gas release for a 
wide variety of rod types and conditions.   
 
In this model, the following parameters were selected to best predict measured FGR data from 
rods in the assessment database.   
• Pre-exponential diffusion coefficient 
• Activation energy for diffusion coefficient 
• Burnup dependence of the diffusion coefficient 
• Coefficient that defined the fraction of gas arriving on the grain boundaries that is 

resolved   
 
There is no FGR model in FRAPTRAN-1.3 because it was thought that the time periods over 
which events are modeled in FRAPTRAN are too short for gas to diffuse and release to occur.  
However, in experimental programs performed in the Cabri reactor (Papin et al., 2003) large 
amounts of fission gas have been released during RIA events (5-33%).  This is believed to be due 
to grain boundary cracking and separation during the fast transient.  Because of this, it is 
important that a transient FGR model be developed for FRAPTRAN-1.3 and that the steady-state 
FGR in FRAPCON-3.3 be assessed and modified if necessary to initialize FRAPTRAN.   
 
The following section will show the fit of the FGR model in FRAPCON-3.3 to the data from rods 
in the assessment database.   
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2.2.2 Assessment 
The assessment of the UO2 model for fission gas release is documented in Lanning et al. (2005a).  
Figures 2.49 and 2.50 show the predicted fission gas release as a function of measured fission gas 
release for the steady-state rods and power ramped rods, respectively.  Figures 2.51 and 2.52 
show the predicted minus measured fission gas release as a function of burnup for the steady-state 
rods and power ramped rods, respectively.  The standard deviation for the steady state predictions 
is 2.8 % FGR.  The standard deviation for the power ramped cases is 5.3% FGR.  These figures 
demonstrate that FRAPCON-3.3 provides a best-estimate calculation of fission gas over a wide 
range of burnup and gas release levels.   
 
It has been observed that FRAPCON-3.3 seems to slightly underpredict power ramped rods with 
short hold times (<4 hours).  In Figure 2.52 the rods with short hold times are noted.  Although 
two of these rods are within the standard error of the predictions, the fact that all three rods with 
short hold time are underpredicted, leads to the conclusion that FRAPCON-3.3 may underpredict 
power ramped rods with short (<4 hours) hold times.  In future versions of FRAPCON-3, this 
underprediction will be addressed.  Until this time, PNNL has recommended that the hold time 
for power ramps less than 4 hours be increased by a factor of 3 to conservatively bound the 
expected fission gas release (Beyer, 2007).   
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Figure 2.49 Measured vs. predicted FGR for steady-state UO2 rods 
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Figure 2.50 Measured vs. predicted FGR for power ramped UO2 rods 
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Figure 2.51 Predicted minus measured FGR as a function of burnup for steady-state UO2 

rods 
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Figure 2.52 Predicted minus measured FGR as a function of burnup for power ramped 

UO2 rods (Rods with hold time less than 4 hours marked) 
 
A limited assessment of the MOX fission gas release model was performed by Lanning et al. 
(2005a).  Since then, more MOX rods were added to the database and a more comprehensive 
assessment was performed and is documented in Lanning et al. (2005b) and Geelhood and Beyer 
(2008).  Figure 2.53 shows the predicted fission gas release as a function of measured fission gas 
release for the steady-state and power ramped rods.  Figure 2.54 shows the predicted minus 
measured fission gas release as a function of burnup.  It can be seen that there is a large degree of 
scatter in the predictions.  However, for the rods with the large overprediction, (ATR phase I and 
II and M504) there are no measured temperatures available to verify that this overprediction is 
due solely to a deviation in the FGR model.  In addition, these rods were irradiated in test reactors 
with small cores and consequently there could be considerable uncertainty in the reported power 
levels.  However, for the cases with measured temperature below 62 GWd/MTU (IFA-651.1, 
IFA-629.1, IFA-606 phase 2, IFA-597.4,.5,.6,.7 and IFA-633.1 Rod 6) FRAPCON-3.3 provides a 
much better prediction of fission gas over a wide range of gas release levels up to a burnup of 58 
GWd/MTU with a standard error of 4.2% FGR.  For example, those rods that demonstrated a 
small underpredicition in fuel temperature also resulted in a small underprediction in FGR and for 
those rods with a small overprediction in FGR were similarly overpredicted.  Figure 2.54 
indicates that the model may underpredict FGR from MOX at high burnups (>60 GWd/MTU) 
based on the two rods from IFA-629.3 where fuel temperatures were predicted well (Rod 5 in 
Figure 2.46) or overpredicted (Rod 6 in Figure 2.47) and FGR was underpredicted.  It is 
recommended that more high burnup FGR data be obtained as it becomes available and attempt 
to verify or refute behavior with MOX.   
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Figure 2.53 Measured vs. predicted FGR for steady-state and power ramped MOX rods 
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Figure 2.54 Predicted minus measured FGR as a function of burnup for steady-state and 

power ramped MOX rods 
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Based on the above assessment, it can be concluded that FRAPCON-3.3 provides a best-estimate 
prediction of FGR for UO2 rods and MOX rods up to 60 GWd/MTU.  At higher burnup, more 
data is needed to assess if the MOX model still provides a best-estimate prediction of FGR.   
 
A transient fission gas release model is being developed and implemented in FRAPTRAN-1.4.  
This model will be initialized with the new model in FRAPCON-3.4 that accurately predicts the 
concentration of gas in the grains and on the grain boundaries.  This model is not presented in this 
report.   

2.3 Cladding Corrosion and Hydriding Models 
The following sections discuss the assessment of the cladding corrosion and hydriding models in 
FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3.  It is important to accurately predict oxidation to determine 
the temperature drop across the cladding.  It is also important to accurately predict hydrogen 
pickup so cladding ductility can be calculated.   

2.3.1 Cladding Corrosion 
The corrosion model in MATPRO has been developed to model cladding corrosion in BWR rods.  
The cladding corrosion model in FRAPCON-3.3 has been modified from that of the MATPRO 
model, CORROS, because the MATPRO model underpredicted cladding corrosion by a factor of 
4 to 5 for PWR rods.  The new model is described in Lanning et al. (1997a) and is applicable for 
Zircaloy-2 and Zircaloy-4 in BWR and PWR environments.  In addition, this model has recently 
been modified to account for the reduced corrosion seen in ZIRLO™ and M5™.  These 
modifications are described in Lanning, et al., (2005a) 
 
FRAPTRAN-1.3 does not model low temperature corrosion because the time periods of the 
events that FRAPTRAN-1.3 is used for are are not long enough for a significant amount to occur.  
FRAPTRAN-1.3 does model high temperature corrosion such as occurs during a loss-of-coolant 
accident (LOCA).  In FRAPTRAN-1.3, the user can select to model high temperature corrosion 
with either the Cathcart/Pawel  (Cathcart et al., 1977) or the more conservative Baker/Just (Baker 
et al., 1962) model.   
 
Figure 2.55 shows the comparisons of the FRAPCON-3.3 prediction to data for PWR Zircaloy 4 
cladding and coolant conditions.  Figure 2.56 shows the comparisons of the FRAPCON-3.3 
prediction to data for BWR Zircaloy-2 cladding and coolant conditions from the original model 
assessment (Lanning et al., 1997b).  Since this time, BWR vendors have switched to using 
cladding with controlled second phase precipitate (SPP) sizes and more tightly defined chemical 
compositions.  Data on these newer Zircaloy-2 cladding types has been collected and compared to 
the model for Zircaloy-2 BWR corrosion (Yasuyuki et al., 2007, Sell et al., 2006, Hirano et al., 
2005, Mutyala, 2004).  Figure 2.57 shows the comparisons of the FRAPCON-3.3 prediction to 
data from newer Zircaloy-2 BWR cladding.  It can be seen from these figures that FRAPCON-3.3 
provides good predictions of oxide thickness for older and new Zircaloy-2 and Zircaloy-4 in both 
BWR and PWR conditions.   
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Figure 2.55 PWR Zircaloy-4 corrosion data and FRAPCON-3.3 PWR corrosion model 
(Smith et al., 1994, Pyecha, 1985, Newman, 1986, Balfour, 1982b, Dideon, 
1983, Garde, 1986).   
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Figure 2.56 BWR Zircaloy-2 corrosion data and FRAPCON-3.3 BWR corrosion model 
(West et al., 1983, Barner et al., 1990) 
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Figure 2.57 Zircaloy-2 BWR Corrosion Data for the Newer Cladding Types with 

Controlled SPP’s and composition (Yasuyuki et al., 2007, Sell et al., 2006, 
Hirano et al., 2005, Mutyala, 2004) 

 
As mentioned above, the corrosion model in FRAPCON-3.3 has recently been updated to include 
adjustments for the lower corrosion rates seen in the advanced cladding alloys ZIRLO™ and 
M5™.  This adjustment is simply a reduction of the current PWR model that fits the available 
data for ZIRLO™ (Knott et al., 2003) and M5™ (Mardon and Waeckel, 2003).  Figures 2.58 and 
2.59 show the corrosion data and model predictions for standard PWR cases using the ZIRLO™ 
and M5™ correlations, respectively.  The ZIRLO data is plotted as a function of Fuel Duty Index 
(FDI) which is a function of power and time at power.  Based on these comparisons FRAPCON-
3.3 predicts the oxide thickness from ZIRLO™ and M5™ well.   
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Figure 2.58 ZIRLO™ data and FRAPCON-3.3 predictions as a function of fuel duty 
index (FDI) (Knott et al., 2003) 
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Figure 2.59 M5™ data and FRAPCON-3.3 predictions as a function of burnup (Mardon 
and Waeckel, 2003) 

 
However, recent data from high burnup Spanish and French rods clad in ZIRLO™ (CSN, 
ENUSA, 2002) and M5™ (Segura et al., 2002) indicate that the corrosion adjustments that have 
been recently made for these alloys underpredict the oxide thickness for ZIRLO™ at high burnup 
and overpredict the oxide thickness for M5™.  Figures 2.60 and 2.61 show the end of life oxide 
profile for two Spanish rods clad in ZIRLO™ irradiated to a rod average burnup of 68 
GWd/MTU.  Figure 2.62 shows the end of life oxide profile for a French rod clad in M5™ 
irradiated to 70 GWd/MTU.  Also shown on these figures for reference is the FRAPCON-3.3 
correlation for Zircaloy-4.  These figures support the conclusions given above and emphasize the 
need to develop new correlations specifically for ZIRLO™ and M5™, rather than just adding a 
multiplicative factor to the current correlation for Zircaloy.  A new correlation will be developed 
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for M5™ and ZIRLO™ in FRAPCON-3.4 that will provide better predictions of the high burnup 
corrosion data.  These new correlations are discussed in Section 3.1.   
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Figure 2.60 End of life oxide thickness and FRAPCON-3 predictions for Vandellos II rod 

A06, clad in ZIRLO™ and irradiated to 68 GWd/MTU (CSN, ENUSA, 
2002).   
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Figure 2.61 End of life oxide thickness and FRAPCON-3 predictions for Vandellos II rod 

A12, clad in ZIRLO™ and irradiated to 68 GWd/MTU(CSN, ENUSA, 2002).   
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Figure 2.62 End of life oxide thickness and FRAPCON-3 predictions for Gravelines 5 

rod N05, clad in M5™ and irradiated to 70 GWd/MTU (Segura et al., 2002).   
 
Cunningham et al, (2001b) has assessed the Cathcart-Pawel and Baker-Just models in 
FRAPTRAN-1.3.  The conclusion of this assessment is that the Cathcart-Pawel model is more 
accurate below 1800K, and the Baker-Just model is more accurate above 1800K.  Experimental 
work is currently ongoing to determine the high temperature oxidation behavior for zirconium 
alloys as a function of burnup.  It has been determined that fabrication and heat treatment as well 
as level of hydrides can drastically affect the high temperature oxidation performance.  For 
example, it has been determined that M5 shows good oxidation performance, while E-110, which 
is nominally the same composition, shows very poor oxidation performance at high temperature 
in steam.   
 
As more data become available, the high temperature oxidation models in FRAPTRAN-1.3 can 
be re-evaluated to determine if they provide a best-estimate calculation for high temperature 
corrosion.  However, using the models currently in FRAPTRAN-1.3 with the above 
recommendations should provide close to a best-estimate prediction of high temperature 
oxidation behavior.   

2.3.2 Hydrogen Pickup 
FRAPCON-3.3 uses a hydrogen pickup fraction of 29% for BWR corrosion and 15% for PWR 
corrosion.  These pickup fractions are valid for Zircaloy-2 and Zircaloy-4.  The code has recently 
been changed to model the improved hydrogen pickup performance of ZIRLO™ and M5™.  The 
hydrogen pickup fraction for ZIRLO™ in a PWR is 12.5% while the hydrogen pickup fraction 
for M5™ in a PWR is 7.5%.  No correlations for ZIRLO™ or M5™ in a BWR were developed 
since all the vendors currently use Zircaloy-2 cladding in BWRs.   
 
FRAPTRAN does not model hydrogen pickup from low temperature corrosion, since it does not 
model low temperature corrosion.  There has not been any data that indicated what the hydrogen 
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pickup would be during high temperature oxidation.  Because of this, there is no hydrogen pickup 
model in FRAPTRAN.   
 
Figure 2.63 shows the measured and predicted hydrogen data for PWR Zircaloy-4 rods.  It can be 
seen from this figure that the model predicts the data well.  Figure 2.64 shows the measured and 
predicted hydrogen pickup fraction for BWR Zircaloy-2 rods.  Because there was such a limited 
number of BWR hydrogen pickup data, a literature search was performed to find more hydrogen 
pickup data for Zircaloy-2 in BWR conditions.  A more recent data comparison of older Zircaloy-
2 without controlled SPP sizes and controlled compositions (Hayashi et al., 2003) and of newer 
Zircaloy-2 with controlled SPP sizes and compositions (Hayashi et al., 2003, Sell et al., 2006, 
Hirano et al., 2005, Ledberger et al., 2005) found that a constant hydrogen pickup fraction is not 
appropriate for hydrogen pickup in Zircaloy-2.  Figure 2.65 shows the new data plotted as a 
function of local axial burnup along with the 29% hydrogen pickup fraction used in FRAPCON-
3.3.  In addition, it was found that the hydrogen pickup in new Zircaloy-2 where the vendors have 
better control over the alloy composition and second-phase precipitate (SPP) size is different 
from older Zircaloy.  New correlations have been developed and will be included in FRAPCON-
3.4 that provide a better prediction of the hydrogen pickup in older and new Zircaloy-2 as a 
function of burnup.  These correlations are described in Section 3.1.  
 
Figure 2.66 shows the measured and predicted hydrogen data for PWR ZIRLO™ rods (Tsukuda 
et al., 2003, Kitaguawa et al., 2005).  It can be seen from this figure that the model predicts the 
data well. Figure 2.67 shows the measured and predicted hydrogen pickup fraction for PWR 
M5™.  Also shown on this figure are hydrogen concentration values predicted by FRAPCON-3.3 
for standard PWR rods.   It can be seen from this figure that although there is significant scatter in 
the hydrogen content when plotted as a function of burnup, the model predicts the data well.  This 
scatter is due to overprediction of oxide thickness and will be less for the new model described in 
Section 3.1 
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Figure 2.63 Measured and predicted hydrogen pickup for PWR rods with Zircaloy-4 

cladding (Smith et al., 1994, Pyecha, 1985, Newman, 1986, Balfour, 1982b, 
Dideon, 1983, Garde, 1986) 
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Figure 2.64 Measured and predicted hydrogen pickup for BWR rods with Zircaloy-2 
cladding (Itagaki, 2003.) 
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Figure 2.65 Measured and predicted hydrogen pickup from recent literature search for 

BWR rods with Zircaloy-2 cladding (Hayashi et al., 2003, Sell et al., 2006, 
Hirano et al., 2005, Ledberger et al., 2005) 
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Figure 2.66 Measured and predicted hydrogen pickup for PWR rods with ZIRLO™ 
(Tsukuda et al., 2003, Kitaguawa et al., 2005) 
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Figure 2.67 Measured and predicted hydrogen pickup for PWR rods with M5™ (Mardon 
and Waeckel, 2003) 

2.4 Fuel Densification and Swelling 
The following sections describe the fuel swelling and densification models in FRAPCON-3.3 and 
provides data comparisons for these models. 
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FRAPTRAN-1.3 does not contain a fuel densification or swelling model.  This is acceptable 
because fuel densification and swelling are burnup-related phenomena and no significant burnup 
accumulates over the time periods of the events that are modeled in FRAPTRAN-1.3.   

2.4.1 Fuel Swelling 
The fuel swelling model in FRAPCON-3.3 has been modified from the model documented in 
MATPRO (Hagrman et al. 1981).  This model is accurately described in Lanning et al (1997a).  
The swelling model in FRAPCON-3.3 is a function of pellet-average burnup only.   
 
The swelling model is based on dimensional data obtained on UO2 pellets and pellet stacks 
irradiated within cladding (i.e., constrained) in PWRs.  Data obtained from ex-reactor, thermally-
heated, unconstrained pellet swelling experiments were not included.  Lanning et al. (1997a) 
provided data source references and plots of data compared to the modified FSWELL model.  
The PWR data of Dideon and Bain (1983), Garde (1986), Newman (1986), and Smith et al. 
(1994) were used to develop the swelling model in FRAPCON-3.3.  A search was performed for 
recent fuel swelling data.  Two references were found that included data for constrained UO2 
pellets irradiated in light water reactors (Zacharie et al., 1998, Lafchiev and Tverberg, 2005).   
 
Figure 2.68 provides a comparison of the swelling model in FRAPCON-3.3, compared to the data 
on which it is based, up to the 70 GWd/MTU burnup limit specified by Lanning et al. (1997a).  It 
can be seen from this figure that while there is considerable scatter in the swelling data, the 
FRAPCON-3.3 model seems to provide a best-estimate prediction of fuel swelling.  A fuel 
swelling rate has been deduced from a number of Halden fuel assemblies (Lafchiev and Tverberg, 
2005).  These rates are shown in Figure 2.69 along with the FRAPCON-3.3 swelling rate of 
0.77% ΔV/V per 10 GWd/MTU.  This figure shows that the swelling rate used on FRAPCON-3.3 
is within the scatter of the swelling rates that have been observed at Halden, but slightly higher 
than the average rate from these data.   
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Figure 2.68 FRAPCON-3.3 swelling model prediction and data as a function of burnup 
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Figure 2.69 FRAPCON-3.3 swelling rate and observed swelling rates from Halden 

instrumented fuel assemblies (EOL burnups shown for each point) 
 

2.4.2 Fuel Densification 
FRAPCON-3.3 uses the MATPRO model, FUDENS, to calculate fuel densification as a function 
of burnup and maximum densification.  The code contains several methods for calculating 
maximum densification.  The first and most commonly used method is to use the user-input value 
for maximum densification and simply convert this to a linear strain.  The maximum densification 
can be estimated using a standard densification test (1700°C for 24 hours).  This is the method 
recommended in US NRC Regulatory Guide 1.126 (1978) and has been shown to correlate well 
with observed maximum in-reactor densification.  If the maximum densification is not input, 
FRAPCON-3.3 uses the equations given in the MATPRO subroutine FUDENS that are a function 
of fuel temperature, fuel density, and fuel sintering temperature.   
 
The FUDENS model in FRAPCON-3.3 has been fit to provide the best fit to the data of Freshley 
et al. (1976).  A search was performed for recent fuel densification data.  Three new sources of 
data (Banks, 1974, Freshley et al., 1978, and Small, 1987) were obtained.    
 
Figure 2.70 compares the predicted densification values to the experimental values from the data 
used to tune the model and from more recent data.  In general, the model predicts the correct 
densification trends.  However, there is a considerable amount of scatter in the densification data.  
In addition, FRAPCON-3.3 is not typically used to calculate the densification, but rather the 
maximum densification is often provided as an input variable to the code.   
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Figure 2.70 Comparison of FUDENS fuel densification predictions to the experimental 
data from which the fit coefficients were determined and to more recent 
published data. 

 
Based on this comparison and the fact that maximum densification is typically provided as a code 
input as recommended by NRC (US NRC Regulatory Guide 1.126, 1978), it can be concluded 
that FRAPCON-3.3 provides a reasonable estimate of fuel densification.   

2.5 Assessment of Mechanical Modeling and Properties 
This section will discuss the modeling approach that is used in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 
1.3 to model the mechanical responses of the fuel and the cladding.  In addition, each model for 
the mechanical properties of the fuel and cladding will be described and compared to applicable 
data.   

2.5.1 Modeling 
Both FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 use the FRACAS-I finite difference model to calculate 
the stress and strain in the cladding due to fill gas pressure and pellet-cladding mechanical 
interaction.  In this model, the stress induced deformation in the fuel is neglected and a rigid 
pellet assumption is used.   
 
The code must account for two different loading conditions.  The first occurs when the pellet-
cladding gap is open.  During this time, the rod internal gas pressure and coolant pressure exert 
forces on the cladding causing a stress in the cladding.  The resultant strain in the cladding due to 
this stress is calculated by the FRACAS-I model.  The second loading condition occurs after the 
pellet cladding gap is closed due to a combination of fuel swelling, thermal expansion, and 
cladding creepdown.  During this time, the rigid pellet strains the cladding, and the resultant 
stress in the cladding is calculated by the FRACAS-I model.  The FRACAS-I model in 



2.61 

FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 are described in greater detail by Berna et al. (1997) and by 
Cunningham et al (2001a).   

2.5.2 Mechanical Properties 
The mechanical properties of primary concern for modeling the stress and strain response of the 
cladding are irradiation creep, yield stress, and Young’s modulus.  These properties are discussed 
in detail and compared to data in the following section. 

2.5.2.1 Irradiation Creep 
The irradiation creep model in FRAPCON-3.3 is the same model that was in FRAPCON-2.  This 
model is not discussed in the documentation for FRAPCON-3.  The model has, however, been 
documented for FRAPCON-2.  This model is summarized below.   
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⋅⋅=
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ε AAA
&  
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ε&  = creep strain rate, in/in/hr 

φ2910129.51 −×=A  
φ  = fast neutron flux, n/m²/s 
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⎞

⎜
⎝
⎛

⋅
−=

T
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987.1
10000exp2  

T  = temperature, K 
)10967.4exp(2.7253 8 σσ ⋅×+= −A  

σ  = hoop stress, Pa 
ε  = creep strain from previous time step, in/in (if ε <0.0001, use ε =0.0001) 
 
This model is a function of time, stress, fast neutron flux, and temperature.  The time and stress 
dependence is based on Ibrahin (1973).  The flux dependence is based on Ross-Ross and Hunt 
(1968).  The temperature dependence is based on a value of q = 10000 cal/mole near 573K from 
Fidleris (1974).   
 
Lanning et al. (1997b) compared the creep model to measurements from two PWR rod sets 
(Smith et al., 1994 and Newman, 1986).  The results of these comparisons have changed due to 
the discovery of an error in the code with the calculation of fast neutron fluence.  The results of 
these comparisons for end-of-life creepdown with FRAPCON-3.3 can be seen in Figures 2.71 and 
2.72.   
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Figure 2.71 Predicted and measured cladding creepdown from the 2nd and 3rd cycle rods 
in the ANO-2 PWR assembly, TSQ002.   
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Figure 2.72 Predicted and measured cladding creepdown from the 3rd, 4th, and 5th cycle 
rods in the Oconee PWR assembly, 15309.   

 
It can be seen from these comparisons that the current creep model may predict too high of a 
creep rate.  Several organizations have stated that they believe the cladding creep model in 
FRAPCON-3.3 predicts creep to occur more rapidly than that normally exhibited.  This causes 
FRAPCON-3.3 to predict gap closure before it might actually occur.  A new cladding creep 
model has been developed to provide a best estimate model for cladding creepdown in 
FRAPCON-3.4.  This model is described in Section 3.7.   
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There currently is no thermal creep model in FRAPCON-3.3 or FRAPTRAN 1.3.  The impact of 
this lack of thermal creep is that stress relaxation due to thermal creep strain is not calculated.  
The new model described in Section 3.7 contains a thermal term.  The impact of this inclusion 
will be discussed more in Section 3.7.   
 
It should be acknowledged that many fabrication parameters can affect the irradiation creep in 
Zircaloy cladding.  Because of this, different cladding vendors should have an irradiation creep 
model that accurately predicts cladding irradiation creep in cladding manufactured by their 
supplier.   
 
FRAPTRAN-1.3 does not contain an irradiation creep model.  This is acceptable because 
irradiation creep is a fast neutron fluence-related phenomena and no significant fluence 
accumulates over the time periods of the events that are modeled in FRAPTRAN-1.3.   

2.5.2.2 Yield Strength 
The plastic stress/strain relationship in FRAPTRAN and FRAPCON-3 is given by a power law 
relationship.  The yield stress is the point where the plastic curve, represented by a power law 
relationship, intersects with the elastic curve, represented by a linear relationship.  The 
coefficients used in the power law are a function of temperature, fast neutron fluence, cladding 
cold work, strain rate, and cladding type.  These coefficients have been modified from those 
provided in MATPRO to provide a best-estimate prediction of yield stress and ultimate tensile 
strength from axial tube tensile tests and burst tests taken on irradiated cladding.  The model used 
in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 assumes the cladding behaves isotropically and is 
described in the release document for FRAPTRAN-1.3 (Geelhood, 2005a).   
 
PNNL has compiled a large database of mechanical properties for irradiated and unirradiated 
Zircaloy-2 and Zircaloy-4 with fast neutron fluence levels up to 12x1025 n/m2.  Figure 2.73 shows 
the predicted yield stress as a function of the measured yield stress for these data.  It can be seen 
from this figure that the model provides a best-estimate prediction of the cladding yield stress for 
Zircaloy-2 and Zircaloy-4.   
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Figure 2.73 Predicted vs. measured yield stress from irradiated and unirradiated Zircaloy-
2 and Zircaloy-4 

 
In addition to these data, there has been data from the PROMETRA program that has been 
irradiated up to about 8x1025 n/m².  These data, and the model predictions for three different 
strain rates are shown in Figure 2.74.  It can be seen from this figure that the model accurately 
predicts the strain rate dependence as well as the yield stress at very high temperature.   
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Figure 2.74 Measured and predicted yield stress for high burnup cladding from the 

PROMETRA database.   
 
Based on these comparisons, it can be seen that the cladding yield stress model in FRAPCON and 
FRAPTRAN provides a best-estimate prediction of yield stress over a wide range of temperature, 
fluence, cold work, and strain rate.   
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2.5.2.3 Young’s Modulus 
The model for Young’s modulus of cladding material in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 is 
the CELMOD model from MATPRO.  This model is a function of temperature, cladding cold 
work, fluence and oxygen concentration and assumed the Zircaloy cladding behaves isotropically.   
 
This model is based on data taken using the dynamic method from several different sources on 
unirradiated cladding (Bunnell, 1977, Armstrong and Brown, 1964, Padel and Groff, 1976, Busby, 
1966, Spasic, 1968, Mehan, 1958, and Northwood, 1975).  No Young’s modulus data was 
available for irradiated cladding, so data from the Saxton Core II Fuel Performance Evaluation 
(Smalley, 1971) was used to estimate the effects of fast neutron fluence.   
 
A search was performed to find more recent Young’s modulus data.  No data was found for 
irradiated Zicaloy, but one data source (Bolmaro, 1988) was found for unirradiated Zircaloy.   
 
Figure 2.75 shows the predicted vs. measured values of Young’s modulus for the data used for 
model development and the more recent data.  It can be seen from this figure that the model in 
FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 continues to provide a best-estimate prediction of Young’s 
modulus for Zircaloy cladding.  The model may slightly underpredict Young’s modulus for 
measured modulus of greater than 90 MPa.  These measurements are taken at room temperature 
and are not relevant for fuel performance modeling.   
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Figure 2.75 Measured vs. predicted Young’s modulus for model development data and 
recent data 

2.5.3 Assessment of Power Ramped Rods 
Power ramps that can be modeled in FRAPCON-3.3 are typically not severe enough to induce 
any permanent deformation due to plastic slip.  Typically in FRAPCON-3.3, permanent 
deformation is due to cladding creep.  However, the models for the elastic and plastic stress and 
strain relationships in FRAPCON-3.3 are identical to those in FRAPTRAN-1.3.  Because of this, 
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the plastic deformation models in both FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 can be assessed 
based on the results from fast transients modeled in FRAPTRAN-1.3.   
 
During a reactivity initiated accident (RIA), the fuel is heated at a rapid rate and expands against 
the cladding.  During this type of accident, the fuel causes plastic deformation in the cladding in 
both the hoop direction and the axial direction.  RIA accidents have been simulated in the Cabri 
reactor (Papin, et al, 2003) and in the NSRR reactor (Fuketa et al., 1997, Fuketa et al., 2001, 
Nakamura et al, 2002).  Many have been simulated with FRAPTRAN-1.3, and the permanent 
strain predictions have been compared to the measured permanent strain.  Figure 2.76 shows the 
predicted and measured hoop strain for the non-failed rods that have been modeled with 
FRAPTRAN-1.3.  It can be seen that FRAPTRAN-1.3 does a good job of predicting the hoop 
strain when the permanent strain is below about 1.5%.  However, at higher strain values, 
FRAPTRAN-1.3 underpredicts the measured permanent hoop strain.  Some of this 
underprediction may be due to an underprediction of cladding temperature due to departure from 
nucleate boiling (DNB) occurring in the NSRR tests with stagnant water that cannot be modeled 
in FRAPTRAN-1.3 due to geometric complexities of the test capsule.     

0

1

2

3

4

5

0 1 2 3 4 5

Measured Permanent Hoop Strain, %

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
P

er
m

an
en

t H
oo

p 
St

ra
in

, %

Cabri FRAPTRAN1.3 NSRR FRAPTRAN1.3
 

Figure 2.76 Predicted and measured permanent hoop strain from Cabri and NSRR RIA 
tests.   

 
Figure 2.77 shows the predicted and measured axial strain for the non-failed rods that have been 
modeled with FRAPTRAN-1.3.  It can be seen that FRAPTRAN-1.3 overpredicts the axial strain 
for these rods.  This is because in FRAPTRAN-1.3, when the fuel and cladding come in contact, 
they are assumed to be locked up radially and axially with each other.   In reality, the fuel and 
cladding may slip axially in reference to one-another as the pellets expand.  A finite element 
analysis (FEA) model that allows axial slip has been developed and included in FRAPTRAN 1.4 
based on the recommendations of several assessment studies (Geelhood, 2005b, Geelhood, 2006).  
In addition, a representative friction coefficient between the pellet and the cladding will be 
developed to improved these predictions of axial strain.  The final assessment and 
recommendations will be included in the FRAPCON-3.4/FRAPTRAN 1.4 release documents.   
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Figure 2.77 Predicted and measured permanent axial strain from Cabri and NSRR RIA 
tests.   

2.6 Void Volume Model and Assessment 
The rod void volume is primarily affected by the rod growth model and the fuel swelling model.  
This model and the plenum gas temperature model affect the gas pressure calculation.  The rod 
growth model and plenum gas temperature models will be discussed in the sections below and 
compared to applicable data.   

2.6.1 Rod Growth 
The cladding axial growth model in FRAPCON-3.3 has been updated from the CAGROW model 
documented in MATPRO.  The updated model is documented in Lanning et al. (1997a).  This 
model is a modified version of a model developed by Franklin (Franklin 1982).  There is no axial 
growth model in FRAPTRAN-1.3 because cladding axial growth is a fluence (burnup) dependant 
phenomenon and there is no significant fluence accumulation over the time periods of the events 
that are modeled in FRAPTRAN-1.3.  The model is reduced by a factor of 2 (half its size) for 
modeling BWR cladding, as the data shows a reduction of growth in BWR cladding.  This is most 
likely due to the fact that most BWR cladding is recrystallized Zircaloy-2, while most PWR 
cladding is stress relieved Zircaloy-4.  This model is valid for these two alloys.  No comparison 
has been made for ZIRLO™ and M5™.  To model these two newer alloys, PNNL recommends 
using the PWR model for ZIRLO™ (stress-relief annealed) and the BWR model for M5™ 
(recrystallized).  
 
The axial growth model in FRAPCON-3.3 is based on data obtained from post-irradiation 
examination (PIE) data resulting from experiments conducted by Combustion Engineering (CE) 
and Westinghouse (W) in five different PWRs (Franklin, 1982).  The cladding material was cold-
worked stress relieved Zircaloy-4.  Lanning et al. (1997a) compared the FRAPCON-3.3 model to 
PWR cladding growth data from six different irradiation experiments (Newman, 1986, Balfour, 
1982a, Dideon, 1983, Smith, 1986, Smally, 1974, and Smith, 1983) and BWR cladding growth 
data (West et al., 1983 and Barner, 1990) from two irradiation experiments.   
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A search was performed for cladding axial growth data published recently.  One data source was 
found (Gilbon, 2000), and more data was found in a Franklin paper (Franklin, 1982).   
 
Figure 2.78 provides a comparison of the FRAPCON-3.3 model for PWR cladding to the data on 
which it is based and to the more recent PWR data.  Figure 2.79 provides a comparison of the 
FRAPCON-3.3 model for BWR cladding to the data on which it is based and to the more recent 
BWR data.   
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Figure 2.78 FRAPCON-3.3 model for axial growth in PWR cladding compared to data 
used for model development and recent data 
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Figure 2.79 FRAPCON-3.3 model for axial growth in BWR cladding compared to data 
used for model development and recent data 

 
It can be seen from these figures that the FRAPCON-3.3 model for cladding axial growth 
continues to provide a best-estimate prediction of cladding axial growth for PWR (stress relief 
annealed (SRA) Zircaloy-4) and BWR (recrystallized annealed RXA Zircaloy-2) cladding.   

2.6.2 Plenum Gas Temperature 
Since about 50-80% of the free volume of a fuel rod is contained in the upper plenum region, it is 
important for the gas pressure calculation to provide an accurate prediction of plenum gas 
temperature.   
 
In FRAPCON-3.3, the gas temperature is calculated by calculating the heat transfer to the plenum 
gas from the end pellet, the hold-down spring, and the coolant.  Gamma heating in the spring is 
considered in this calculation, but gamma heating in the cladding is not.   
 
In FRAPTRAN-1.3 there are two options available for calculating plenum gas temperature.  The 
first option is to assume that the plenum gas temperature is 10K greater than the coolant 
temperature at the top axial node based on the results of more detailed calculations.  The second 
option is to employ a detailed calculation similar to the calculation performed in FRAPCON-3.3.  
However, in FRAPTRAN-1.3, the calculation accounts for gamma heating in the cladding.   
 
All of these methods have provided reasonable and not widely disparate estimates of the plenum 
gas temperature in the past, and are judged to be acceptable for providing a best-estimate 
calculation of plenum gas temperature.   
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2.7 Time Dependent Models 
In order to be consistent with each other, the two fuel performance codes, FRAPCON-3.3 and 
FRAPTRAN 1.3 use the same set of material properties and models when appropriate.  Since 
FRAPCON-3 is a steady state code, changes that occur over the time period of milliseconds to 
minutes are not considered.  However, FRAPTRAN is specifically designed to calculate changes 
in temperature and other parameters over such short intervals of time.   
 
Because of this, there is some concern that the material properties or other models used to 
calculate the behavior of the fuel and cladding may not change instantly when the temperature of 
the material changes.  An example of this would be a material property that requires some atom 
diffusion to occur when the temperature changes such as the cladding annealing or hydrogen 
solubility models.   
 
The material properties of the fuel and cladding can be divided into 3 categories.  (1) Those 
without time dependence that can be included in FRAPTRAN as given, (2) those with time 
dependence that can change over short time intervals (e.g.  < 10 minutes) and should include a 
time dependence term in FRAPTRAN, and (3) those with a time dependence much greater than 
the time interval that is typically modeled in FRAPTRAN and can be ignored completely in 
FRAPTRAN.  Tables 2.1-2.3 list the properties of fuel and cladding in their appropriate 
categories.   
 

Table 2.1 Properties and models without time dependence 
Property Use 
Young’s modulus Calculate stress/strain behavior 
Thermal conductivity Calculate flow of heat through fuel, gas, 

cladding and oxide 
Thermal expansion Calculate size of fuel and cladding at various 

temperature 
k, m, and n Coefficients used to calculate plastic 

stress/strain behavior 
 

Table 2.2 Properties and models with time dependence that can change over short time 
intervals (e.g.  < 10 minutes) and should be modeled in FRAPTRAN 

Property Use 
Zircaloy annealing Calculate effective fluence and cold work as a 

function of time and temperature for 
mechanical properties, E, k, m, and n.   

Power law for plastic stress/strain behavior and 
thermal creep 

Calculates yield stress and plastic stress/strain 
behavior as a function of E, k, m, n, and strain 
rate. Thermal creep not currently modeled in 
FRAPCON-3.3 

Release of fission gas from grain boundary due 
to cracking 

Calculate amount of fission gas residing on the 
grain boundary to be released to the rod void 
volume 

Hydrogen dissolution and precipitation Used to calculate the excess hydrogen content 
that is used to calculate failure strain 

Fuel melting Calculates volume change due to melting 
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Table 2.3 Properties and models with time dependence much greater than the time 
period modeled in FRAPTRAN 

Property Use 
Fuel Relocation Calculates size of irradiated pellet due to 

relocation 
Recovery of fuel relocation Percentage of fuel relocation to be recovered 

upon gap closure 
Release of fission gas from grains to grain 
boundaries 

Calculates amount of fission gas inside the 
grains that is released to the grain boundaries 

Fuel swelling and densification Calculates size of fuel pellet as a function of 
burnup 

Cladding irradiation creep Calculates creep induced in the cladding due to 
irradiation and external stress 

Cladding irradiation growth Calculates axial growth induced by irradiation 
in the cladding 

 
The following section will examine each of these three types of properties and explain why each 
property is in this category and how the property is treated or should be treated in FRAPTRAN.   
 

2.7.1 Properties and Models without time dependence 
 
Young’s Modulus 
 
The Young’s modulus is governed by the strength of inter-atomic forces.  These forces are a 
function of the lattice temperature and are not expected to have any time dependence.  Of course, 
during a transient, the local temperature will not immediately reach the steady-state temperature, 
but FRAPTRAN divides the fuel and the cladding into many radial nodes, and uses a transient 
temperature calculator to calculate the local temperature at each radial node.  Given the local 
temperature as calculated by FRAPTRAN, it is not expected that the Young’s modulus will have 
any time dependence.   
 
There is the possibility of annealing changing the crystal structure by removing the effect of cold 
work and irradiation defects.  The model for Young’s modulus in FRAPTRAN is a function of 
cold work and fast neutron fluence.  A separate annealing model calculates effective values of 
cold work and fast neutron fluence that are used as input to this model.   
 
Thermal Conductivity 
 
The fuel thermal conductivity of the fuel in FRAPTRAN is composed of two terms.  The first is a 
phonon term that describes the heat transfer in the solid by lattice vibration.  The ability of a 
lattice to transfer heat is not a function of time at temperature unless a phase change is expected.  
The extent of irradiation damage is a function of fluence and temperature, and impacts phonon 
heat transfer.  FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 assume instantaneous change in the 
irradiation damage when the temperature changes such as a temperature transient but this is most 
likely not correct because the higher temperature will anneal the damage.  In reality, the 
annealing of damage is most likely time dependent.  There are some thermal diffusivity data that 
are measured above the irradiation temperature that may provide some information on how to 
model this damage as a function of time.  The second term is an electronic term that describes 
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heat transfer by electrons.  This term is not expected to have any time dependence of a rapid 
change with temperature.   
 
Thermal Expansion 
 
Thermal expansion in both the fuel and the cladding is a function of the crystal lattice constant 
increasing due to increased temperature changing the inter-atomic bond energies.  This change in 
lattice constant manifests itself as a macroscopic swelling of the material.  There is no delay 
between the increase in temperature and the macroscopic swelling in the fuel or the cladding.   
 
k, m, and n 
 
The strength coefficient, k, strain rate exponent, m, and strain hardening exponent, n are used to 
determine the stress, strain behavior of the cladding.  These coefficients are a function of 
temperature, cold work, fast neutron fluence, and alloy type.  Although the effective cold work 
and fluence effects (due to irradiation damage) can change, this is modeled in the annealing 
model, and the stress strain correlation has strain rate dependence in it, the equations for k, m, and 
n should not change with time for a given set of temperature, cold work and fast neutron fluence.   
 

2.7.2 Properties and models with time dependence that can change over short 
time intervals (e.g.  < 10 minutes) and should be modeled in FRAPTRAN 

 
Zircaloy annealing 
 
The current versions of both FRAPCON-3 and FRAPTRAN contain a Zircaloy annealing model.  
The mechanical properties in FRAPCON-3 and FRAPTRAN are a function of both cold work 
and fast neutron fluence.  The effects that these parameters have on the mechanical properties of 
Zircaloy are reduced when the cladding temperature increases during a transient.  In addition, the 
time at temperature affects the degree to which these effects are reduced.  The annealing model in 
FRAPCON-3 and FRAPTRAN is the ‘CANEAL’ model from MATPRO-11.  This model 
calculates effective values for the cladding cold work and fast neutron fluence based on the 
temperature history that the cladding has seen.  In this way, the time dependence of temperature 
on cladding mechanical properties is accounted for.   
 
The current annealing model is based on limited data.  However, there is not currently 
significantly more data on cladding annealing.  If more data become available, this model will be 
re-examined.   
 
Power law for plastic stress/strain behavior 
 
The stress strain behavior of zirconium alloy cladding is affected by the strain rate as well as the 
cold work and neutron fluence.  For example, it has been observed that the yield stress and 
ultimate tensile strength of irradiated Zircaloy is about 15% greater during tests at high strain 
rates such as 1-10 in/in/s than during tests at lows strain rates such as 10-5 in/in/s.   
 
FRAPTRAN calculates the strain rate in the cladding based on the strain rate from the previous 
time step.  The power law that relates plastic stress and strain is a function of strain rate.  In this 
way, the strain rate is accounted for in the cladding stress/strain behavior.   
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Release of fission gas from grain boundary 
 
Fission gas that is accumulated on the grain boundary can be released to the rod void volume if 
the fuel temperature were to increase rapidly.  This is of particular concern for RIA accidents, 
where it has been observed that fission gas release on the order of 5-20% is observed over a time 
period of less than 1 second.   
 
Currently, FRAPTRAN 1.3 has no transient fission gas release model.  However, a new model 
has been developed for FRAPCON-3 that can be used to predict how much gas is on the grain 
boundaries, in addition to how much gas has been released during normal operation.  A transient 
gas release model is under development that can use the gas on the grain boundary to predict how 
much gas will be released during a power transient.  The release of grain boundary gas is 
expected to be nearly instantaneous with the temperature increase due to cracking and/or grain 
boundary separation.  Additional diffusion of gas to the grain boundary is not expected over the 
time periods (< 10 minutes) modeled in FRAPTRAN.   
 
Hydrogen dissolution and precipitation 
 
FRAPTRAN-1.3 contains a strain based failure model that is used for cladding failure due to 
PMCI at temperatures below 700K.  This model is used to predict failure during RIA-type 
accidents.  This model is a function of temperature and excess hydrogen in the cladding.  During 
a RIA, the cladding temperature is rapidly heated up within less than a second.  The rate of 
change in excess hydrogen is such that the level of hydrogen in the cladding does not change 
appreciably over such a short time period.  Because of this the steady state (equilibrium) value of 
hydrogen solubility that increases as the cladding temperature increases should not be used to 
predict the excess hydrogen in the cladding for this transient.  A rate dependent dissolution 
(Kearns 1968) and precipitation (Une et al. 2003) model of hydrogen in Zircaloy is included in 
FRAPTRAN-1.3, so that the excess hydrogen content can be determined as a function of time and 
temperature during heat-up of the cladding on the order of several seconds or minutes.   
 
Fuel melting 
 
As energy increases in the fuel and the temperature reaches the fuel melting point, the heat of 
fusion must be absorbed by the fuel before the fuel temperature will continue to increase.  This 
will cause a delay in the fuel temperature as a function of energy deposited that must be modeled 
in FRAPTRAN.  In FRAPTRAN-1.3, when the fuel reaches the fuel melting temperature, the fuel 
temperature is held at the melting temperature until the fuel absorbs the heat of fusion.  During 
the period of time that the fuel is absorbing the heat of fusion, the code calculates the volume 
fraction of fuel that is molten and the volume fraction that is solid.  This volume fraction is used 
to determine the fuel thermal expansion of the pellet given the two phase composition and the 
volume change associated with fuel melting.   
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2.7.3 Properties and models with time dependence much greater than the time 
period modeled in FRAPTRAN 

 
Fuel Relocation 
 
Fuel relocation is the term used to describe the cracking that occurs in a pellet as it expands and 
cracks and becomes larger than the solid pellet had been.  This process is modeled in FRAPCON-
3 as a power and burnup dependent phenomenon for the first 5 GWd/MTU of operation and 
remains constant for higher burnup.  This model is based on beginning of life fuel temperature 
measurements taken in the Halden reactor.   
 
Because burnup accumulation is not modeled in FRAPTRAN the evolution of relocation is not 
modeled in FRAPTRAN.  FRAPTRAN uses a simplification of the FRAPCON-3 model.  For 
unirradiated fuel, the relocation is assumed to be 30% of the gap size.  For irradiated fuel, the 
relocation is assumed to be 45% of the gap size.  If FRAPCON-3 is used to initialize 
FRAPTRAN, the relocation calculated in FRAPCON-3 for a burnup dependent case is passed to 
FRAPTRAN as a pellet strain and the simplified model discussed above is ignored.   
 
Recovery of fuel relocation 
 
In FRAPCON-3 when the pellet and cladding come in contact, 50% of the calculated relocation is 
accommodated back into the pellet, to account for the repacking of some of the fuel fragments.  
This assumption is based on beginning of life measurements of the onset of cladding axial 
elongation and Halden squeeze tests on fuel pellets.  This accommodation process occurs over 
some length of time that is assumed to be greater than the time modeled in FRAPTRAN.  In 
FRAPTRAN, hard contact is assumed to occur when the pellet and cladding first come into 
contact.  This assumption was made so that the predicted hoop strains in FRAPTRAN compare 
well with measured hoop strains from RIA tests.   
 
Release of fission gas from grains to grain boundaries 
 
Fission gas is produced within the fuel grains and diffuses out of the grains to the grain 
boundaries.  Once these grain boundaries are saturated, the gas on the grain boundaries is released 
to the rod void.  The rate of diffusion of Xe and Kr in UO2 is such that over the period of < 10 
minutes significant diffusion will not occur.  Because of this, the transient fission gas release 
model that will be developed for FRAPTRAN will not consider gas diffusion from the grains.  
The only source of fission gas for this transient model will be gas that has previously accumulated 
on the grain boundaries.   
 
Fuel swelling and densification 
 
Solid fission product swelling and fuel densification happen over a long period of time.  These 
changes are typically on the order of ± 1 % ΔV/V per 10 GWd/MTU (>100 days).  Since the 
period of time that is typically modeled in FRAPTRAN (< 10 minutes) is significantly shorter 
than this period of time, no fuel swelling or densification is modeled in FRAPTRAN.  For a case 
with burnup dependent properties from FRAPCON-3, the deformed pellet radius from the final 
time step that includes changes due to densification and solid swelling is input to FRAPTRAN.  
No further swelling or densification is calculated in FRATPRAN for this case.   
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Gaseous swelling is not modeled in FRAPCON-3.3 or FRAPTRAN 1.3.  Gaseous swelling may 
be important at high burnups (> 40 GWd/MTU) for high power increases on the order of several 
minutes at power.  Gaseous swelling is diffusion dependent.   
 
Cladding irradiation and thermal creep  
 
Irradiation creep in the cladding is a process that causes strain in the cladding as a function of fast 
neutron flux, time, and temperature.  The period of time that is typically modeling in 
FRAPTRAN (< 10 minutes) is significantly shorter than the time required to get significant 
irradiation creep.  As with the swelling and densification, FRAPTRAN assumes that no 
irradiation creep occurs.  For a case with burnup dependent properties from FRAPCON-3, the 
deformed cladding radius from the final time step is input to FRAPTRAN.  No further cladding 
creep is calculated in FRAPTRAN for this case.   
 
Thermal creep is not modeled in either FRAPCON-3.3 or FRAPTRAN 1.3 with the exception of 
cladding ballooning at very high temperature (>750°C) that is modeled in FRAPTRAN 1.3.  
Cladding ballooning can occur during a LOCA event.  Thermal creep is diffusion dependent such 
that it takes several seconds to hours depending on cladding temperature to be significant.  The 
new creep model that has been developed and implemented in FRAPCON-3.4 contains a thermal 
creep term.  This model is described in Section 3.7.   
 
Cladding irradiation growth 
 
Irradiation growth in the cladding is a process that causes axial strain in the cladding as a function 
of fast neutron fluence.  The period of time that is typically modeled in FRAPTRAN (< 10 
minutes) is significantly shorter than the time required to get significant growth.  As with the 
cladding creep, FRAPTRAN assumes that no irradiation growth occurs.  For a case with burnup 
dependent properties from FRAPCON-3, the cladding elongation from the final time step is input 
to FRAPTRAN.  No further cladding growth is calculated in FRAPTRAN for this case.   

2.7.4 Summary 
 
The material properties and models for the fuel and cladding can be divided into three categories.  
These categories are; those with out time dependence, those with time dependence that can 
change over short time intervals (e.g.  < 10 minutes) and should include a time dependence term 
in FRAPTRAN, and those with a time dependence much greater than the time interval that is 
typically modeled in FRAPTRAN that can be ignored completely in FRAPTRAN.  The material 
properties and models of the fuel and cladding are divided up into each of these categories, and 
those in the second category have been examined to ensure that they are adequately modeled in 
FRAPTRAN.   
 
For those material properties and models with time dependence that can change over short time 
intervals (e.g.  < 10 minutes), all are assumed to be correctly modeled in FRAPTRAN, except for 
grain boundary release of fission gas.  A model is currently under development to simulate this 
behavior.  In addition, there are not much data to support the cladding annealing model, but no 
more is currently available.  As more data become available, this model will be re-examined.  No 
gaseous swelling model or thermal creep model exists in FRAPTRAN-1.3 or FRAPCON-3.3.  A 
gaseous swelling model is currently under development.  A thermal term has been included in the 
new creep model described in Section 3.7.   
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2.8 Conclusions 
 
The conclusion of this assessment is that both FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 provide best-
estimate predictions of fuel temperature (see Section 2.1.7), fission gas release (see Section 2.2.2) 
and cladding stress and strain (see Section 2.5.3).  Several individual models have been identified 
as being biased over certain ranges, but the integral predictions of fuel and cladding temperature 
and cladding stress and strain in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 are best-estimate.  The 
following list includes individual models that have been re-examined, to improve the model’s 
predictive capability in FRAPCON-3.4 and FRAPTRAN 1.4.  These model improvements are 
discussed in Section 3.   
 
• Cladding corrosion:  Recent adjustments have been made to simulate corrosion on ZIRLO™ 

and M5™.  Some comparisons have shown that this adjustment may not be valid at high 
burnup for ZIRLO™.  This model has been reassessed and made to provide a better fit to 
ZIRLO™ corrosion data.   

• BWR cladding hydrogen content:  New data show the need for a new model for predicting 
BWR cladding hydrogen content.  A model has been developed to calculate this.   

• Radial power profile: The radial power profile should be assessed relative to the expected 
radial power profile in a HWR and a radial power model has been developed for UO2-Gd2O3 
fuel.   

• Fuel thermal expansion at high temperature:  A new model has been developed to better fit 
the data at high temperature.   

• Gas thermal conductivity:  The gas conductivity models are not valid for most gasses beyond 
1100K and new data are available for new model development.  This will not affect most of 
the temperature predictions since the gas does not typically exceed 1000K.  New models have 
been developed that better predict these data.   

• Steam thermal conductivity:  The models in both codes have been changed to match the 
ASME model.  This is most important in FRAPTRAN 1.3 where the gap may be filled with 
steam after cladding rupture.   

• Cladding irradiation creepdown:  Some evidence indicates that the cladding irradiation 
creepdown model in FRAPCON-3.3 may predict creepdown to occur too rapidly.  This has 
been assessed and a new irradiation creepdown model has been developed.   

• Thermal creep impacts calculation of permanent strains below the yield stress for transients 
on the order of several minutes to hours.  The new creep model contains a thermal creep term.   

• Clad-coolant heat transfer models – The models for clad-coolant heat transfer in FRAPTRAN 
were updated.  These models are discussed elsewhere (Cuta, 2007).   

 
The following list contains areas where modeling has not been done, but where new modeling 
capabilities could be added and possibly improve the codes’ predictive capabilities.   
 
• Fission gas release:  There is no fission gas release model in FRAPTRAN 1.3.  Significant 

gas release has been observed during RIAs.  A model should be developed to simulate this 
release in FRAPTRAN 1.3, and if necessary, the model in FRAPCON-3.3 should be modified 
to provide initial conditions to this new model.     

• Fission gas release:  The fission gas release model in FRAPCON-3.3 underpredicts FGR for 
power ramped rods with hold times less than 4 hours.  The model should be modified to 
account for this.  Until this time, PNNL recommends that the hold time be increased by a 
factor of 3 for power ramp hold times less than 4 hours to conservatively bound the expected 
fission gas release behavior.   
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• Gaseous swelling is not modeled and may be important for transient in high burnup fuel 
lasting several minutes to hours.   

• Time dependent change in thermal conductivity due to thermal annealing of irradiation 
defects during a slow temperature transient.   

• Hydrogen pickup from high temperature oxidation not modeled in FRAPTRAN 1.3 
• Axial and radial strain predictions in FRAPTRAN 1.3 
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3.0 UPDATES TO MODELS 
 
This section discusses the models that have been found to be biased in Section 2.0 and have been 
updated to provide a best-estimate fit to the available data.  Since these models are new, they will 
be validated relative to the available data and standard deviation will be calculated relative to the 
available data.  All of these models will be included in the new code versions, FRAPCON-3.4 
and FRATPRAN 1.4, when they are released.  The release of FRAPCON-3.4 and FRAPTRAN 
1.4 will each be accompanied by a document that describes the changes that have been made 
since the previous version as well as providing the results of the integral assessment comparisons 
for integral effects such as centerline temperature and rod internal pressure.  The integral effects 
may be impacted by the changes made to models described in this section as well as other 
changes made since the previous code release.  The overall code validation will be performed in 
the documents accompanying the release of each code.   

3.1 Corrosion and Hydrogen Pickup in Cladding Alloys 
Section 2.3 identified that the corrosion and hydrogen pickup models in FRAPCON-3.3 are 
deficient in the areas of hydrogen pickup in Zircaloy-2 in BWR conditions, corrosion of 
ZIRLO™ at high burnup, and corrosion of M5™ at high burnup.  This section will discuss how 
these models have been changed to provide a best-estimate prediction for these alloys.   

3.1.1 Hydrogen pickup in Zircaloy-2 
The recent data comparison shown in Section 2.3.2 found that a constant hydrogen pickup 
fraction is not appropriate for hydrogen pickup in Zircaloy-2.  In addition, it was found that the 
hydrogen pickup in new Zircaloy-2 where the vendors have better control over the alloy 
composition and second-phase precipitate (SPP) size is different from older Zircaloy.  
Correlations were developed for the hydrogen pickup in older and new Zircaloy-2 as a function of 
burnup.  These correlations are given below.   
 
For older Zircaloy-2: 

BU
Bu

HTot ⋅+⎟
⎠
⎞

⎜
⎝
⎛

+
− 316.0

1
3.1exp8.47  

Where:  
HTot = total hydrogen, ppm (wt) 
BU = local axial burnup, MWd/kgU (only valid to 50 MWd/kgU) 
 
For new Zircaloy-2: 

( ))20(117.0exp8.22 −+= BUH Tot  
Where:  
HTot =  total hydrogen, ppm (wt) 
BU = local axial burnup, MWd/kgU (valid up to 70 MWd/kgU) 
 
It is noted that the correlation for older Zircaloy-2 is only valid to 50 MWd/kgU.  This is because 
there is no data available above 50 MWd/kgU.  For older Zircaloy, when the burnup exceeds 50 
MWd/kgU, it is recommended that the correlation for newer Zircaloy plus 6.1 (the difference 
between these correlations at 50 MWd/kgU) be used.  FRAPCON-3.4 will be modified to include 
these equations for hydrogen pickup in Zircaloy-2 cladding under BWR conditions.  In addition, a 
new variable will be added to select between new Zircaloy-2 and older Zircaloy-2.   
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Figure 3.1 shows the data and the correlations that have been developed for hydrogen pickup in 
old and new Zircaloy-2 as well as the previous model used in FRAPCON-3.3.  The data for the 
older fuel types is primarily from Japanese reactors.  The standard deviation, σ, of this correlation 
is 9.69 ppm that appears to remain relatively constant up to 45 MWd/kgU.  The standard 
deviation for the correlation for newer Zircaloy-2 can be seen to be burnup dependent with the 
scatter in the data significantly increasing above a local burnup of 49 MWd/kgU.  Therefore, the 
calculation of standard deviation has been broken into two separate burnup ranges of 0 to 49 
MWd/kgU where σ = 10.76 ppm and for burnups between 49 to 65 MWd/kgU where σ = 60.62 
ppm.  The distribution of the predicted-minus-measured is close to a normal distribution within a 
given burnup range such that use of normal statistics is assumed to be valid. 
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Figure 3.1 Comparison of recent Zircaloy-2 hydrogen pickup data to new correlations 

for old and new Zircaloy-2 cladding 

3.1.2 Corrosion in ZIRLO™ 
The data comparison in Section 2.3.1 where the ZIRLO™ model in FRAPCON-3.3 was 
compared to two high exposure rods (A06 & A12) (CSN, ENUSA, 2002) found that the model 
underpredicts oxide thickness at high burnup (>70 GWd/MTU).  The model in FRAPCON-3.3 
for ZIRLO™ had been the same as the model for Zircaloy-4, but the final oxide thickness was 
reduced by a factor of 2.0 (Lanning et al, 2005a).  In order to provide a better fit to the data, the 
following changes were made to the Zircaloy-4 model for the modeling of ZIRLO™.   
 

• The value used for weight gain from the previous time step was increased by a factor of 
2.0.   

• The calculated thickness for the current time step was decreased by a factor of 2.0.   
• The activation energy for post transition oxidation, Q2, was decreased by a factor of 0.99.   

 



3.3 

Figure 3.2 shows the FRAPCON predictions of oxide thickness as a function of fuel duty index 
(FDI) using the old model (FRAPCON-3.3) and the new model (FRAPCON-3.4).  The 
FRAPCON-3 predictions are performed for one of the high exposure rods, A06, and for several 
other typical PWR rods where power history and design information is known that allowed 
cladding temperatures and fuel duty index (FDI) to be calculated for a given PWR design 
assuming ZIRLO™ cladding.  Also shown in this figure is a large quantity of ZIRLO™ oxide 
thickness data (Knott et al., 2003).   
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Figure 3.2 ZIRLO™ data vs. burnup and (a) FRAPCON-3.3 and (b) FRAPCON-3.4 
model predictions for several sample PWR rods 

 
It can be seen from this figure that the model in FRAPCON-3.3 begins to underpredict the oxide 
thickness by a FDI of 700.  However, the new model shows good predictions out to a FDI of 900.  
It is difficult to calculate the uncertainty of this model as the actual temperature and time for each 
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data point in Figure 3.2 is not known.  However, a standard deviation of 20% is estimated based 
on the data comparisons seen here and in Figures 3.3 and 3.4.   
 
The new end of life predictions for the high burnup rods, A06 and A12 are shown in Figures 3.3 
and 3.4 with the measured oxide thickness at end of life.  It can be seen from these figure that the 
new correlation provide significantly better prediction of the oxide layer thickness for these rods.  
FRAPCON-3.4 was modified to include these adjustments to the equations for corrosion in 
ZIRLO™ cladding under PWR conditions.  With the new ZIRLO™, corrosion model, the 
hydrogen pickup predictions still predicted the data very well.  Therefore, the ZIRLO™ was kept 
the same in FRAPCON-3.4 as it was in FRAPCON-3.3.    
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Figure 3.3. Old and New ZIRLO™ model predictions for end of life oxide thickness for 

rod A06 
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Figure 3.4 Old and New ZIRLO™ model predictions for end of life oxide thickness for 

rod A12 

3.1.3 Corrosion and Hydrogen Pickup in M5™ 
The data comparison in Section 2.3.1 where the M5™ model in FRAPCON-3.3 was compared to 
a high exposure rod (N05) (Segura, 2002) found that the model overpredicts oxide thickness at 
high burnup (>70 GWd/MTU).  The model in FRAPCON-3.3 for M5™ had been the same as the 
model for Zircaloy-4, but the final oxide thickness was reduced by a factor of 2.3.  In order to 
provide a better fit to the data, the following changes were made to the Zircaloy-4 model for the 
modeling of M5™.   
 

• The activation energy for pre transition oxidation, Q1, was reduced by a factor of 0.85.   
• The onset of post transition oxidation was increase from 2 μm to 7 μm.   
• The activation energy for post transition oxidation, Q2, was increased by a factor of 1.09.   

 
Figure 3.5 shows the FRAPCON predictions of oxide thickness as a function of burnup using the 
old model (FRAPCON-3.3) and the new model (FRAPCON-3.4).  The FRAPCON-3 predictions 
are performed for the high exposure rod, N05, and for several other typical PWR rods assuming 
M5™ cladding.  Also shown in this figure is a large quantity of M5™ oxide thickness data 
(Mardon and Waeckel, 2003).   
 
It can be seen from Figure 3.5 that the model in FRAPCON-3.3 began to overpredict the oxide 
thickness by 30-40 GWd/MTU.  However, the new model shows good predictions out to 70 
GWd/MTU.  It is difficult to calculate the uncertainty of this model as the actual temperature and 
time for each data point in Figure 3.5 is not known.  However, a standard deviation of 20% is 
estimated based on the data comparisons seen here and in Figure 3.6.   
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Figure 3.5  M5™ data vs. burnup and (a) FRAPCON-3.3 and (b) FRAPCON-3.4 model 
predictions for several sample PWR rods 
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The new end of life predictions for the high burnup rod, N05 are shown in Figure 3.6 with the 
measured oxide thickness at end of life.  It can be seen from this figure that the new correlation 
provide an excellent prediction of the oxide layer thickness for this rod.  FRAPCON-3.4 was 
modified to include these adjustments to the equations for corrosion in M5™ cladding under 
PWR conditions.   
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Figure 3.6 Old and New M5™ model predictions for end of life oxide thickness for rod 

N05 
In FRAPCON-3.3, the hydrogen pickup fraction for M5 was 7.5%.  However, this pickup fraction 
was based on comparisons to hydrogen concentration data plotted as a function of burnup.  
Hydrogen concentration is not directly a function of burnup, but rather of oxide thickness and 
hydrogen pickup fraction.  Since the FRAPCON-3.3 model overpredicted oxide thickness, it was 
reduced as described above.  Therefore, in order to get the same hydrogen concentrations at a 
given burnup, the pickup fraction had to be increased for the new model.  A pickup fraction of 
10% was found to provide the best fit to these data.  Figure 3.7 shows a plot of the hydrogen 
concentration data with FRAPCON-3.4 hydrogen concentration predictions at end of life at 
various axial elevations for three typical PWR cases.  FRAPCON-3.4 was modified to use a 
pickup fraction of 10% for hydrogen pickup in M5™ cladding under PWR conditions.  It is 
difficult to calculate the uncertainty of this model as the oxide thickness for each data point in 
Figure 3.7 is not known.  However, a standard deviation of 20 ppm is estimated based on the data 
comparisons seen in Figure 3.7.   
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Figure 3.7 Hydrogen concentration data for M5™ and FRAPCON-3.4 predictions of 
hydrogen for typical PWR cases 

 

3.2 Radial Power Profile in HWR 
The TUBRNP (Lassman et al. 1994) model in FRAPCON-3.3 predicts the radial power profiles 
within the fuel pellet as a function of uranium and plutonium isotopic concentration and burnup.  
The version of this subroutine contains one parameter that is modified to account for HWR 
conditions.  The constant p1 is changed from 3.45 to 2.45 for HWR conditions.  Comparison to 
data and other neutronic code predictions have demonstrated that this adjustment does not 
correctly account for the differences in heavy water and light water reactor conditions.   
 
Since the original release of FRAPCON-3, a second paper has been published on the 
modifications to TUBRNP to correctly model HWR conditions (Lassman et al. 1998).  This paper 
stated that the original TUBRNP model could be modified to be applicable to HWR conditions if 
the fission and capture cross sections for each uranium and plutonium isotopes were updated 
based on a HWR neutron spectrum and if the constant p1 was changed from 3.45 to 2.21.  The 
neutron spectrum in a HWR has relatively more neutrons in the thermal region and relatively 
fewer neutrons in the fast region.  Therefore the spectrum-averaged fission and capture cross 
sections will be different for LWR and HWR conditions.   
 
Lassman et al. (1998) did not provide the spectrum-averaged cross sections that they used to 
update this model.  The current TRANSURANUS code developers were contacted and the cross 
section values that are used in TUBRNP for HWR conditions were provided.   
 
The internal version of FRAPCON-3.4 was modified to use the recommended value of p1 and 
fission and capture cross sections for HWR conditions.  The predictions of this modified version 
of FRAPCON-3.4 were compared to rods that had electron probe microanalysis (EPMA) data of 
the fission product, Nd (Lassmann et al., 1998).  This fission product is immobile in UO2 and the 
concentration of Nd is related to the fission density and thus can be converted to burnup.  Figures 
3.8 and 3.9 show the original TUBRNP and the modified TUBRNP predictions of radial burnup 
distribution for two different rod sections irradiated at Halden and DR3.   
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Figure 3.8 Burnup distribution in rod section F9-3-44 with U-235 enrichment of 5%, 
irradiated to 39 GWd/MTU in the Halden reactor 
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Figure 3.9 Burnup distribution in rod section AF21-2-8 with U-235 enrichment of 1.5%, 
irradiated to 72.2 GWd/MTU in the DR3 reactor 
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Figure 3.10 shows a comparison of the predictions of the TUBRNP model for a rod with 7% U-
235 irradiated in the Halden reactor compared to the Halden predictions made using FTEMP.   
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Figure 3.10 Radial power profile in IFA-558 as predicted by FTEMP and TUBRNP with 

U-235 enrichment of 7%, irradiated in the Halden reactor 
 
It can be seen from these figures that the modified version of TUBRNP provides slightly better 
predictions of the edge peaking, particularly for the lower burnup section seen in Figure 3.8.  For 
the comparison in Figure 3.9, the modified version of TUBRNP only provides slightly less edge 
peaking.  It can also be seen that the TUBRNP predictions are almost identical to the FTEMP 
predictions at beginning of life and similar thereafter.  The modified version of TUBRNP was 
added to FRAPCON-3.4.  Based on data comparisons and comparisons to other codes, it can be 
estimated that the radial power profile model in FRAPCON-3.4 has a standard deviation of about 
2.5%.  The modified version of TUBRNP will be compared to a more detailed neutronics code 
(such as WIMS) calculation of radial power in HWR prior to the release of FRAPCON-3.4.   

3.3 Radial Power Profile in UO2-Gd2O3 
Based on the success of using TUBRNP to model the radial power profile for UO2 and MOX 
under LWR and HWR conditions, it was thought that if the model was modified to track the 
neutron absorption and quantity of the neutron absorbing isotopes of gadolinium, Gd-155 and Gd-
157 then this model could be used to predict the radial power profile of UO2-Gd2O3 fuel.   
 
This approach was attempted, but the results predicted by TUBRNP were not reasonable in that 
they did not match neutronic code predictions done at Halden ( Klecha 2005, Volkov et al. 2002) 
and the centerline temperature predictions in FRAPCON-3 did not match centerline temperature 
measurements from Halden test rods with centerline thermocouples.   
 
The centerline temperature comparisons for Halden UO2-Gd2O3 rods shown in Section 2.1.7.2 
were performed using the radial power profiles provided by Halden for various burnups and 
radial positions.  A lookup and interpolation routine was used to calculate the radial power for 
each time step and location in FRAPCON-3.  This approach provided good predictions of 
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centerline temperature for these rods, however, the radial power profiles used here were specific 
for these rods and the Halden reactor and could not be independently verified.   
 
In order to model the radial power profile for UO2-Gd2O3, a typical rod was modeled in WIMS 
for 0, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 wt% Gd2O3 at various burnup levels for LWR and HWR conditions.  The 
results of these calculations were put into FRAPCON-3.4 as a data table and a lookup and 
interpolation routine was used to calculate the radial power profile.  This lookup table is used for 
burnup values less than 7 GWd/MTU in FRAPCON-3.4.  The WIMS calculations for the case 
with 10 wt% Gd2O3 showed that all the Gd-155 was gone (<0.1%) by about 7 GWd/MTU and all 
the Gd-157 was gone by  about 5 GWd/MTU.  Beyond this burnup level, the neutron absorbing 
isotopes, Gd-155 and Gd-157, have converted to non-neutron absorbing isotopes and the radial 
power profile is very similar to the radial power profile for UO2.  For burnup levels greater than 7 
GWd/MTU, the TUBRNP model is used to calculate the radial power profile for UO2-Gd2O3.   
 
The burnup values output by WIMS do not directly correspond with those in FRAPCON-3.  In 
WIMS, a constant power of 40 MW/MTU (5.73 kW/ft) was used for these calculations.  However, 
in reality, while the gadolinium is burning out in a fuel rod, the power level is much less than this 
due to neutron absorption by gadolinium.  The power level and burnup in WIMS best corresponds 
to the power level and burnup in the neighboring UO2 fuel rods.  The power profiles provided by 
WIMS are best described as a function of time.  In order to account for this, an effective burnup is 
calculated in FRAPCON-3.4 to use in the interpolation routine where the burnup increment for 
each time step is the burnup calculated by FRAPCON-3 times the ratio of 5.73 kW/ft to the actual 
fuel rod power.   
 
The FRAPCON-3.4 predictions were compared to those made using the radial power profiles 
calculated by Halden and to the measured temperature data from IFA-636 (Tverberg et al 2005, 
Volkov et al 2002, Tolonen & Tverberg, 2005) and from IFA-681 (Tolonen & Tverberg, 2005, 
Tolonen & Andres 2005, Klecha 2005).  Plots of these comparisons are shown in Figures 3.11-
3.16.  It is noted that the measured temperature for IFA-636 Rod 4 (solid pellets) was estimated 
by Halden from IFA-636 Rod 2 thermocouple measurements.  It can be seen from these figures 
that using the new data table to calculate radial power profile, FRAPCON-3.4 predicts centerline 
temperature values as well as those using the Halden data tables.  It is concluded that the new 
data table is well within the accuracy of measured rod power and temperatures.   
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Figure 3.11 Centerline temperature measurements and predictions for IFA-636 Rod 2 
with hollow pellets and 8 wt% Gd2O3.  The FRAPCON-3.3 prediction uses 
the Halden table of radial power profiles.  The FRAPCON-3.4 prediction 
uses the new table of radial power profiles 
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Figure 3.12 Centerline temperature measurements and predictions for IFA-636 Rod 4 
with solid pellets and 8 wt% Gd2O3 (Solid pellet temperatures are estimated 
from measurements made on hollow pellets in IFA-636 Rod 2.)  The 
FRAPCON-3.3 prediction uses the Halden table of radial power profiles.  
The FRAPCON-3.4 prediction uses the new table of radial power profiles 
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Figure 3.13 Centerline temperature measurements and predictions for IFA-681 Rod 2 
with solid pellets and 2 wt% Gd2O3.  The FRAPCON-3.3 prediction uses the 
Halden table of radial power profiles.  The FRAPCON-3.4 prediction uses 
the new table of radial power profiles 
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Figure 3.14 Centerline temperature measurements and predictions for IFA-681 Rod 3 
with solid pellets and 8 wt% Gd2O3.  The FRAPCON-3.3 prediction uses the 
Halden table of radial power profiles.  The FRAPCON-3.4 prediction uses 
the new table of radial power profiles 
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Figure 3.15 Centerline temperature measurements and predictions for IFA-681 Rod 4 
with hollow pellets and 2 wt% Gd2O3.  The FRAPCON-3.3 prediction uses 
the Halden table of radial power profiles.  The FRAPCON-3.4 prediction 
uses the new table of radial power profiles 
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Figure 3.16 Centerline temperature measurements and predictions for IFA-681 Rod 6 
with hollow pellets and 8 wt% Gd2O3.  The FRAPCON-3.3 prediction uses 
the Halden table of radial power profiles.  The FRAPCON-3.4 prediction 
uses the new table of radial power profiles 
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3.4 Fuel Thermal Expansion at High Temperature 
The original model in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 for UO2 thermal expansion is given 
below. 

⎟
⎠
⎞

⎜
⎝
⎛ −

+−=Δ
kT
EKKTK

L
L Dexp321
0

 

Where: 

0L
LΔ

=linear strain caused by thermal expansion with a reference of 300K 

K1=1.0x10-5 

K2=3.0x10-3 
K3=4.0x10-2 
ED=6.9x10-20 
k = 1.38x10-23 
 
This model was found to underpredict data above 2200K in Section 2.1.4.  The coefficients in this 
model were updated to provide a better fit of all the data.  The updated coefficients are given 
below.   
 
K1=9.80x10-6 

K2=2.61x10-3 
K3=3.16x10-1 
ED=1.32x10-19 
 
Figure 3.17 shows a plot of the original and the new model with all the available data as a 
function of temperature.  It can be seen that the modified model provides a better fit to the data 
above 2300K.  This new models has been added to FRAPCON-3.4 and FRAPTRAN 1.4.  The 
standard deviation of this model relative to the data in Figure 3.16 is 0.0015 ΔL/L.   
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Figure 3.17 Original and modified UO2 thermal expansion model with available data as a 

function of temperature.   
 

3.5 Gas Thermal Conductivity at High Temperature 
The original model for gas thermal conductivity used in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 is 
given below.   
 

BATk =  
Where: 
k = thermal conductivity, W/m-K 
T = temperature, K 
 
The coefficients A and B that are used for each gas species is given in Table 3.1.   
 

Table 3.1 Original A and B coefficients used in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 
Gas A B 
He 2.639x10-3 0.7085 
Ar 2.986x10-4 0.7224 
Kr 8.247x10-5 0.8363 
Xe 4.351x10-5 0.8616 
H2 1.097x10-3 0.8785 
N2 5.314x10-4 0.6898 
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This model was found to underpredict gas conductivity at high temperature.  Because of this the 
model parameters, A and B were updated to provide a better fit to the data.  The updated 
coefficients for each gas are shown in Table 3.2.   
 

Table 3.2 Modified A and B coefficients  
Gas A B 
He 2.531x10-3 0.7146 
Ar 4.090x10-4 0.6748 
Kr 1.966x10-4 0.7006 
Xe 9.825x10-5 0.7334 
H2 1.349x10-3 0.8408 
N2 2.984x10-4 0.7799 

 
Figures 3.18-3.23 show plots of the original and the new models with all the available data as a 
function of temperature.  It can be seen that the modified models provides a better fit to the high 
temperature Ar, Kr, Xe, H2 and N2 data.  These updated models have been added to FRAPCON-
3.4 and FRAPTRAN 1.4.  The standard deviation for each of these models relative to the data is 
stated in the caption for each figure.   
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Figure 3.18   Original and modified model for He thermal conductivity (σ=0.00899) 
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Figure 3.19  Original and modified model for Ar thermal conductivity (σ=0.000966) 
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Figure 3.20   Original and modified model for Kr thermal conductivity (σ=0.000886) 
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Figure 3.21 Original and modified model for Xe thermal conductivity (σ=0.000534) 

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

1.20

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Temperature, K

Th
er

m
al

 C
on

du
ct

iv
ity

, W
/m

-K

MATPRO Data used by MATPRO
Recent Data Updated Model

 
Figure 3.22 Original and modified model for H2 thermal conductivity (σ=0.0167) 
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Figure 3.23 Original and modified model for N2 thermal conductivity (σ=0.000197) 

 

3.6 Steam Conductivity 
The steam conductivity model in FRAPCON-3.3 is  
 
ksteam =1.76x10−4 + 5.87x10−5 T − 273.15( )+1.04x10−7 T − 273.15( )2 − 4.51x10−11 T − 273.15( )3

 
 
Where: 
ksteam = the steam conductivity, W/m-K  
T = the gas temperature, K.   
 
The steam conductivity model employed in FRAPTRAN-1.3 for temperatures less than or equal 
to 973.15K is 
 

ksteam = −2.8516x10−8 + 9.424x10−10T − 6.005x10−14 T 2( )p
T

+ 1.009p2

T 2 T − 273.15( )4.2

− 8.4083x10−3 −1.19998x10−5T − 6.706x10−8T 2 − 4.51x10−11T 3

 

 
Where: 
p = gas pressure, Pa.   
 
For temperatures above 973.15K, the model employed in FRAPTRAN-1.3 is 
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ksteam = 4.44x10−6T1.45 + 9.45x10−5 2.1668x10−9 p
T
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The steam conductivity model in MATPRO is 
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for temperatures less than or equal to 973.15K, and  
 

ksteam = 4.44x10−6T1.45 + 9.5x10−5 2.1668x10−9 p
T
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for temperatures above 973.15 
 
The models in FRAPCON-3.3, FRAPTRAN-1.3 and MATPRO were compared to the ASME 
adopted value of steam conductivity at 107 Pa.  These comparisons are shown in Figure 3.24.  It 
can be seen from this figure that the MATPRO model predicts the conductivity well, while the 
models in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 do not.  Because of this, the model described 
above was used for steam conductivity in both FRAPCON and FRAPTRAN.   
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Figure 3.24 Comparison of low temperature steam conductivity models from MATPRO, 

FRAPTRAN-1.3, and FRAPCON-3.3 with adopted values of experimental 
data from ASME. 
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This updated model has been added to FRAPCON-3.4 and FRAPTRAN 1.4.   

3.7 Cladding Irradiation Creep 
 
The data comparisons in Section 2.5.2.1 identified that the cladding creep model in FRAPCON-
3.3 over-predicts the irradiation creep rate in PWR SRA cladding.  In addition, this model is used 
for both SRA and RXA cladding, despite the observations of different creep behavior between the 
two types of cladding.  A literature search was performed to select a model that provides a best-
estimate prediction of cladding irradiation creep for both SRA and RXA cladding tubes.   
 
The model given by Limback and Andersson (Limback et al., 1996) was selected for cladding 
irradiation creep in FRAPCON-3.4.  This model uses a thermal creep model described by Matsuo 
(1987) and an empirical irradiation creep rate with tuned model parameters that were fit to data 
set by Franklin et al.(1983).  This model was modified by PNNL to use effective stress rather 
than hoop stress as an input so that the difference in creep behavior during tensile and 
compressive creep would be modeled correctly.  Several of the fitting coefficients were 
consequently changed to accommodate this modification.  In addition, a temperature dependent 
term was added to the formula for irradiation creep strain rate.  This model has different 
parameters for SRA and RXA cladding types, and provides much more reasonable creep strains 
in the LWR range of temperature and cladding hoop stresses than the current model in 
FRAPCON-3.3.  This model is described below.   
 
The steady state thermal and irradiation creep rates are given by: 
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Where 

irrth εε && ,  - thermal and irradiation strain rate, respectively (in/in/hr) 
These rates are added together so: 

irrthirrth εεε &&& +=+  
The saturated primary hoop strain is given by: 
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The total thermal strain is given by: 
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s
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In FRAPCON-3.4, strain rate is used.  Taking the derivative with respect to time of the 
expression above gives: 
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Where: 
T – temperature (K) 
t – time (hours) 
σeff – effective stress, MPa 
φ – fast neutron flux, n/m²-s 
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Table 3.3 lists the parameters used in these equations for SRA and RXA cladding types 
 

Table 3.3 Parameters for FRAPCON-3.4 creep equation for SRA and RXA cladding 
Parameter Units Values for SRA Cladding Values for RXA 

Cladding 
A* K/MPa/hr 1.08E9* 5.47E8* 
E MPA 1.149E5-59.9*T 
ai MPa-1 650{1-0.56[1-exp(-1.4E-27*Φ1.3)]} 

Φ = fast neutron fluence (n/cm²) 
n unitless 2.0 3.5 
Q kJ/mole 201 
R kJ/mol-K 0.008314 
C0 (n/m²-s)-C1 

MPa-C2 
4.0985E-24 1.87473E-24 

C1 unitless 0.85 
C2 unitless 1.0 
f(T)* unitless T<570K          0.7283          

570<T<625K -7.0237+0.0136T 
T>625K          1.4763 

0.7994 
-3.18562+0.00699132T 
1.1840 

*Parameters changed from original Limback equation 
 
The effective stress in the cladding is found using the principal stresses at the midwall radius 
using the thick wall formula as follows: 
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Where: 
Pi – inner pressure 
Po – outer pressure 
ri – inner radius 
ro – outer radius 
r – radius within tube 
σr – radial stress 
σt – tangential stress 
σl – longitudinal stress 
 
The effective stress, σeff, is then given by: 

( ) ( ) ( )( )2225.0 lrrttleff σσσσσσσ −+−+−=  
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This equation has been added to FRAPCON-3.4 for the calculation of creep strain rate.  The 
model predictions were compared to creep data from two PWR rods that were used in the original 
FRAPCON-3 model assessment (Lanning et al., 1997).  The creep predictions using the original 
creep model in FRAPCON-3.3 and using the modified Limback creep model in FRAPCON-3.4 
are shown in Figures 3.25 and 3.26.  These data are taken from actual fuel rods at the end of each 
cycle.  However, for these rods, no data was taken at the end of the first cycle.  The linear 
decrease in hoop strain ends when the fuel and cladding come in contact and no further 
creepdown is possible.  It can be seen from these figures that the new cladding creep model 
provides better prediction of creep than the original creep model in FRAPCON-3.3.  Over the 
range of fluences in which data are available, the new model appears to predict these data well.   
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Figure 3.25 Predicted and measured cladding creepdown using the original and new 
creep models from the 2nd and 3rd cycle rods in the AN0-2 PWR assembly, 
TSQ002 
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Figure 3.26 Predicted and measured cladding creepdown using the original and new 
creep models from the 3rd, 4th, and 5th cycle rods in the Oconee PWR 
assembly, 15309 

Creep data was obtained from irradiated tubes in order to further validate the selected creep 
model.  Data was found on irradiated SRA cladding tubes (Franklin, 1983, Soniak et al., 2002 and 
Gilbon et al., 2000) and on irradiated RXA cladding tubes (Franklin, 1983, Soniak et al., 2002, 
Gilbon et al., 2000, and Sontheimer et al., 1994).  These data span a temperature range of 570K to 
625K, an effective stress range of 40-130 MPa, and a fast neutron flux range of 1x1017 – 2x1018 
n/m²-s that comes the range of LWR fuel rod operation.  Figures 3.27 and 3.28 show the results of 
these predictions.  It appears that the uncertainty in Figure 3.28 is increasing with increasing 
strain.  It should be noted however, that the strain values in Figure 3.28 are significantly less than 
those in Figure 3.27.  A relative standard error for the predictions is 14.5% for SRA cladding and 
21.6% for RXA cladding.  FRAPCON-3.4 will be modified to use the creep model described in 
this section. 
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Figure 3.27 Predicted vs. measured cladding creepdown using the new creep model from 
creepdown data from irradiated SRA tubes 
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Figure 3.28 Predicted vs. measured cladding creepdown using the new creep model from 

creepdown data from irradiated RXA tubes 
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4.0 Sensitivity Analysis 
 
Material properties modeled in FRAPCON-3.3 include fuel thermal conductivity, fuel thermal 
expansion, cladding oxide thermal conductivity, cladding thermal conductivity, gas thermal 
conductivity, fission gas release, cladding corrosion, fuel swelling, thermal and irradiation creep 
of irradiated cladding, cladding yield strength, Young’s modulus of cladding, cladding axial 
growth, and cladding thermal expansion. By modeling material properties, important fuel rod 
performance parameters, such as rod internal gas pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and 
cladding permanent (i.e. plastic) hoop strain, can be predicted up to high burnup levels (65 
GWd/MTU).  These parameters are used for licensing analyses.   
 
Models incorporated in FRAPCON-3.3 are based on both physical and empirical relationships 
that are continuously compared and adapted to experimental data as it becomes available.  
Experimental data can exhibit scatter and may be scarce under certain conditions like high burnup 
or high temperature.  Consequently, there is uncertainty in the derived models.  In addition to 
model uncertainty, manufacturing and power history parameters are also sources for uncertainty 
that may influence the code output.  Since fuel performance predictions generated by FRAPCON-
3.3 are based on interdependent material response models, manufacturer metrics, and power 
histories, uncertainty does not propagate linearly to the code output.  Nevertheless, the influence 
of each type of uncertainty can be evaluated by iteratively biasing individual parameters both 
positively and negatively and comparing the subsequent output with a baseline case.  This has 
been the approach taken by fuel vendors in their fuel performance methodologies that have been 
approved by NRC.  Individual parameters are readily categorized by the three types of 
uncertainty considered here.  Another approach of sampling multiple uncertainties in a Monte 
Carlo approach could also be used and has been proposed by one fuel vendor (Arimescu, 2008).  
Prior to applying an approach such as this, it is necessary to know what uncertainties will have an 
impact on the outputs of interest so those uncertainties can be included in the sampling.  In order 
to determine this a study similar to the study performed below would have to first be performed.   
 
Other researchers have done work to examine the sensitivity of various models and predictions in 
FRAPCON-3 and FRAPTRAN (Vallejo et al. 2004, del Barrio et al. 2006, del Barrio et al. 2007).  
These studies provided valuable insight into the sensitivity of these codes to changes in various 
parameters.  This report will show the sensitivity of selected model uncertainties, manufacturing 
uncertainties, and power uncertainties on the code prediction of rod internal gas pressure, fuel 
centerline temperature, and cladding strain for sample BWR and PWR cases.  It should be noted 
that the sensitivity to these parameters could change based on differences in power history or fuel 
rod design.   
 
The manufacturing uncertainties used in this report represent an average value of the tolerances 
given by fuel rod fabricators.  Individual parameters influenced by manufacturing uncertainty 
include cladding inner diameter, cladding thickness, cladding roughness, pellet outer diameter, 
theoretical pellet density, pellet re-sinter density, pellet roughness, pellet dish diameter and depth, 
rod fill gas pressure, and rod plenum length.  The model uncertainties used in this report are 
based on uncertainty in parameters used to fit the aforementioned material property models to 
experimental data as demonstrated in Section 2.0, which may significantly influence output 
values generated by FRAPCON-3.3.  Finally, power uncertainty includes uncertainties associated 
with the measurement of steady state power and anticipated operational occurrences (AOOs), 
which typically result in brief power pulses above the steady state power output that last for 
varying lengths of time.  Although these power transients are anticipated, the uncertainty 
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associated with their intensity and duration may influence the fuel performance predicted by 
FRAPCON-3.3   
 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the influence of manufacturing, model, and power 
uncertainties on fuel performance parameter outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  
Establishing the effects of these sources of uncertainty will facilitate more accurate comparisons 
between modeled and experimentally observed fuel performance.  In addition, they will establish 
which uncertainties are important for inclusion in licensing analyses.  This study was performed 
using the released version of FRAPCON-3.3 as discussed in Section 2.   
 

4.1 Outputs of Interest 
Material response models incorporated in FRAPCON-3 enable three important fuel rod 
performance parameters of regulatory interest to be predicted.  These output parameters include 
the rod internal gas pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop 
strain.  Each parameter is significant as the predicted value may indicate whether or not the fuel 
rod will exceed the specific acceptable fuel design limits under designated conditions for 
licensing analyses.  The significance of each parameter is discussed in the following subsections. 
 

4.1.1 Rod Internal Gas Pressure 
Rod internal gas pressure is predicted by FRAPCON-3 through models that account for the 
thermal expansion of the cladding and the fuel.  Fission gas release from the fuel pellets is also 
considered in the rod internal pressure calculation.  Rod internal pressure is a critical parameter in 
fuel rod performance because it contributes to the development of hoop strains endured by the 
cladding, which may lead to excessive pressure in the rod that could cause cladding lift off 
(pellet/cladding gap re-opening at high burnup), hydride reorientation (circumferential hydrides 
reorienting to radial hydrides that embrittle the cladding), and/or cladding failure. 
 

4.1.2 Peak Fuel Centerline Temperature 
Peak fuel centerline temperature is a critical parameter predicted by FRAPCON-3.  By modeling 
the conductivity of the fuel, gap, cladding, and corrosion layer, the fuel centerline temperature 
can be predicted.  Low gap conductivity resulting from cladding lift off or excessive fission gas 
release results in significant increase in fuel centerline temperature.  When the peak fuel 
centerline temperature predicted by FRAPCON-3 exceeds the melting temperature of the fuel, 
FRAPCON-3 will indicate that fuel failure has occurred based on NRC design criteria.  
 

4.1.3 Cladding Permanent Hoop Strain 
Fuel rod cladding, which is typically composed of a zirconium-based alloy, surrounds the fuel 
and prevents fuel from entering the reactor coolant system.  Should the cladding fail, fuel may be 
transported from the fuel rod to the reactor vessel contaminating the entire primary coolant loop 
with fissile material.  Fuel rod cladding typically fails by cracking due to pellet-clad mechanical 
loads, or bursting due to gas pressure (preceded by ballooning) during a power transient or LOCA, 
respectively.  In order for a cladding to balloon and eventually burst, a significant amount of 
plastic circumferential, or hoop, strain (i.e., εhoop) must manifest within the cladding.  By 
predicting the hoop strain in the cladding, FRAPCON-3 can identify conditions that would be 
conducive for cladding failure.  The standard review plan (Standard Review Plan Section 4.2, 
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2007) states that transient induced uniform deformation (elastic + plastic) should not exceed 1% 
strain. 

4.1.4 Other Outputs of Interest 
Although the outputs listed above are significant fuel rod performance parameters, there are 
several other outputs of regulatory interest.  Among these are the volume-average fuel 
temperature (i.e. stored energy), gap conductance, and the cladding hydrogen concentration.  
Hydrogen concentration is important for determining the cladding strain capability and propensity 
for failure.  The significance of choosing rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, 
and cladding permanent hoop strain as outputs of interest is that these are directly measured and 
generally representative of fuel rod performance.   
 

4.2 Selection of Base Cases  
In order to evaluate the influence of the different types of uncertainty on the output of 
FRAPCON-3, a base case must be established for both PWR and BWR fuel performance 
calculations.  The purpose of this section is to describe the fuel design parameters, power 
histories, and axial power profiles that are used as code input to define these base cases.   
 
The base cases employed in this study utilized a 17x17 PWR and a 10x10 BWR with typical 
design parameters required for FRAPCON-3 code input published in NUREG-1754 (O’Donnell 
et al, 2001) and are presented in Table 4.1. 
 

Table 4.1 Typical fuel design parameters used for base case code input (NUREG-1754) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PWR BWR
Description of Design Parameter 17x17 10x10

Pitch (mm, in ) 12.6, 0.498 13.0, 0.510
Cladding OD (mm, in ) 9.4, 0.370 10.0, 0.395

Cladding Thickness (mm, in) 0.610, 0.024 0.660, 0.026
Cladding ID (mm, in ) 8.18, 0.322 8.68, 0.343

Gap Thickness (mm, in ) 0.084, 0.0033 0.089, 0.0035
Fuel Pellet Diameter (mm, in ) 8.0, 0.315 8.5, 0.336

Plenum Spring Diameter (mm, in ) 8.0, 0.315 8.5, 0.336
Pellet Length (mm, in ) 11.4, 0.45 11.4, 0.45

Dish Diameter (mm, in ) 4.01, 0.158 0, 0
Dish Depth (mm, in ) 0.287, 0.0113 0, 0

Plenum Length (mm, in ) 254, 10 254, 10
Turns in Plenum Spring 28 31

Plenum Spring Wire Diameter (mm, in ) 1.27, 0.05 1.27, 0.05
Helium Fill Gas Pressure (MPa, psi ) 2.41, 350 0.69, 100

Active Fuel Length (m, in ) 3.66, 144 3.66, 144
System Coolant Pressure (MPa, psi ) 15.5, 2250 7.14, 1035

Coolant Inlet Temperature (°C, °F ) 288, 550 277, 530
Coolant Flow Rate (x106 kg/m2, x106 lb/ft2) 12.47, 2.55 5.13, 1.05

Enrichment (atom %) 4.5 4
Pellet Density (% TD) 95 95

Limit on Pellet Density Increase (% TD) 0.9 0.9
Fuel Surface Roughness (μm, in ) 2.0, 3x10-5 2.0, 3x10-5

Cladding Surface Roughness (μm, in ) 0.5, 2x10-5 0.5, 2x10-5

Cladding Material Zircaloy-4 Zircaloy-2
Cold Work (%) 50 0
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It is acknowledged that the fill gas pressure of 350 psi that was used for the PWR case is higher 
than the fill gas pressure for many modern rods (175 psi).  A brief study was performed to 
confirm that relative differences caused by biasing other parameters were the same for both initial 
fill gas pressures.   
 
In addition to selecting prototypical fuel design parameters for the desired base cases, the power 
histories and axial power profiles were also designated specific input values.  Both the PWR and 
BWR cases were evaluated up to a rod average burnup of 65 GWd/MTU.  Although different 
factors, such as core management, may introduce uncertainty, the power histories and axial power 
profiles presented here are assumed to be representative and employed for comparison.  In order 
to evaluate the influence of power uncertainties at various levels of burnup, individual conditions 
were examined in which AOOs were implemented at 30, 40, and 50 GWd/MTU.  At the time of 
the AOO, the output power was increased 50% for a period of 4hrs.  This AOO was selected as 
the more limiting AOO for temperature, pressure and strain than an overpower of 25% that is 
held for 12 hrs.  Power histories for the PWR and BWR base cases are presented in Figure 4.1 
without an AOO.  A symmetrical power profile was selected for both the PWR and BWR base 
cases and is presented in Table 4.2.  A modern BWR power profile is more peaked than this 
profile, but a brief study confirmed that the relative effects of the uncertainties would be the same 
by running several of the cases discussed in the following section using a more peaked axial 
power profile.   

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Rod Average Burnup (GWd/MTU)

R
od

 A
ve

ra
ge

 P
ow

er
 (k

W
/ft

) PWR
BWR

 
Figure 4.1 Power histories for PWR and BWR base cases without AOO 
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Table 4.2 Axial power profile used for PWR and BWR base case input 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.3 Effects of Manufacturing Uncertainties 
Manufacturing uncertainties stem from the range of tolerances used in fuel rod fabrication.  
Variation in cladding and pellet metrics, such as cladding thickness and pellet diameter, can 
influence geometric relationships between the cladding and the fuel like the pellet-cladding gap.  
Consequently, the end of life rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding 
permanent hoop strain (εhoop) predictions generated by FRAPCON-3 may be influenced by 
manufacturing uncertainties.  The purpose of this section is to present and discuss comparisons 
between base cases and cases biased by manufacturing uncertainty.  Tolerances presented in this 
section were not chosen arbitrarily, and are considered typical of industry.  Comparisons for PWR 
and BWR cases are presented in Tables 4.3 and 4.4, respectively, and discussed in the following 
subsections. 
 
If tolerances are greater than those assumed in these tables, this may change the conclusions from 
this sample calculation on sensitivity.  Also, this sample calculation only examined individual 
changes in manufacturing tolerances rather than the combined effects from all sources.  
Combined effects of manufacturing uncertainties will have a more significant impact on fuel 
performance.   

Axial Axial
Elevation Power

(mm) Profile
0 0.63

305 0.83
610 1.03
914 1.08
1219 1.08
2438 1.08
2743 1.08
3048 1.03
3353 0.83
3660 0.63
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4.3.1 Cladding Inner Diameter 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting cladding inner 
diameter by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.04mm are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  
The average variance in rod internal pressure is 4.5% and ranges from 3.60% at the positively 
biased 50 GWd/MTU condition to 5.40% at the positively biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel 
centerline temperature and cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by 
less than 0.3% and 0.4%, respectively.  Based on these observations, it appears that 
manufacturing uncertainty in cladding inner diameter has the potential to influence the rod 
internal pressure generated by FRAPCON-3.  A tendency for rod internal pressure to increase and 
decrease with cladding inner diameter was observed.  However, peak fuel centerline temperatures 
and cladding permanent hoop strains varied inversely with cladding inner diameter.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting 
cladding inner diameter by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.04mm are presented in Table 4.4 
for comparison.  The average variance in rod internal pressure is 5.0% and ranges from 3.64% to 
7.00% under the positively and negatively biased no AOO conditions, respectively.  Although the 
other peak fuel centerline temperatures varied by less than 0.4%, the positively biased peak fuel 
centerline temperature with no AOO exceeded the base case by 2.6%.  In addition, an outlying 
variation in cladding permanent hoop strain of 40.2% was observed at the positively biased 30 
GWd/MTU condition.  This is likely due to the gap not being closed in this case at the time of the 
AOO.  With exception of this case, the average variance of the permanent cladding hoop strain is 
2.7% and ranges from 1.86% under the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition to 3.39% 
under the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  It appears that manufacturing uncertainty in 
cladding inner diameter has no significant influence on rod internal pressure and no effect on 
peak fuel centerline temperature or an increase in cladding permanent hoop strain predictions. A 
tendency for rod internal pressure to increase and decrease with cladding inner diameter was 
observed.  However, peak fuel centerline temperatures and cladding permanent hoop strains 
typically varied inversely with cladding inner diameter.   

4.3.2 Cladding Thickness 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting cladding thickness 
by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.04mm are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  The 
maximum variance for each of the three outputs of interest is less than 1.0% from the base case, 
which indicates that manufacturing uncertainty in cladding thickness does not significantly affect 
outputs of interest generated FRAPCON-3.  Although the variance is negligible, a tendency for 
rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature to increase and decrease with cladding 
thickness was observed.  However, cladding permanent hoop strain values tended to vary 
inversely with cladding thickness.   
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BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting 
cladding thickness by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.04mm are presented in Table 4.4 for 
comparison.  The average variance each of these outputs of interest is less than 1% from the base 
BWR case.  It appears that manufacturing uncertainty in cladding thickness has no influence on 
outputs of interest from FRAPCON-3. Although the differences were negligible, a tendency for 
rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature to increase and decrease with cladding 
thickness was observed.  However, cladding permanent hoop strain values tended to vary 
inversely with cladding thickness.   

4.3.3 Cladding Roughness 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting cladding roughness 
by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.3μm are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  The 
maximum variance for each of the three outputs of interest is less than 1.2% from the base PWR 
case, which indicates that manufacturing uncertainty in cladding roughness does not have an 
effect on outputs of interest from FRAPCON-3.  Although the variance was negligible, a 
tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop 
strain to increase and decrease with cladding roughness was observed.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting 
cladding roughness by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.3μm are presented in Table 4.4 for 
comparison.  Rod internal pressure values vary from the base case by 1.2% on average and range 
from 0.02% to 3.24% at the positively and negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU conditions, 
respectively.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures vary from the base case by less than 1%.  
Cladding permanent hoop strain exhibits an average variance of 1.8%, ranging from 1.45% at the 
negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 2.27% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU 
conditions.  Based on these observations, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in cladding 
roughness has no influence on the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  Although the 
variance was negligible, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, 
and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with cladding roughness was 
observed.    

4.3.4 Pellet Outer Diameter 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet outer diameter 
by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.013mm are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  The 
average variance for rod internal pressure is 1.5% and ranges from 1.11% at the negatively biased 
40 GWd/MTU condition to 1.80% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel 
centerline temperature and permanent cladding hoop strain values typically differ from the base 
case by less than 0.5%.  Based on these observations, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in 
pellet outer diameter has no effect on the outputs of interest from FRAPCON-3.  Although the 
variance was small, a tendency for rod internal pressure to vary inversely with pellet outer 
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diameter was observed.  However, a tendency for peak fuel centerline temperature and cladding 
permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with pellet outer diameter was also observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet 
outer diameter by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.013mm are presented in Table 4.4 for 
comparison.  Rod internal pressure values vary from the base case by 2.0% on average.  This 
variance ranges from 1.66% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition to 2.29% at the 
positively biased no AOO and 30 GWd/MTU conditions.  Fuel centerline temperatures differ 
from the base case by less than 0.1% on average.  The average variance between cladding 
permanent hoop strains predicted from the base case and cases biased by uncertainty in pellet 
outer diameter is 1.4%.  This variance ranges from 0.93% under the positively biased 40 
GWd/MTU conditions to 2.45% under the negatively influenced 30 GWd/MTU condition.  Based 
on these observations, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in the pellet outer diameter has 
no effect on the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3. Although the variance was small, 
a tendency for rod internal pressures to vary inversely with increasing and decreasing pellet outer 
diameter was observed.  However, a tendency for peak fuel centerline temperature and cladding 
permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with pellet outer diameter was also observed. 

4.3.5 Theoretical Pellet Density 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting theoretical pellet 
density (TD) by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.91%TD are presented in Table 4.3 for 
comparison.  The average variance for rod internal pressure is 1.2% and ranges from 0.05% at the 
negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition to 1.91% at the positively biased no AOO condition.  
Peak fuel centerline temperature varies from the base case by 1.1% on average and ranges from 
1.04% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 1.23% at the negatively biased no 
AOO condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values vary by 1.8% on average and ranges 
from 1.58% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 2.06% at the positively biased 50 
GWd/MTU condition.  Based on these observations, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in 
theoretical pellet density has no influence on the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  
Although the variation was insignificant, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline 
temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to vary inversely with pellet theoretical density 
was observed.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting 
theoretical pellet density (TD) by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.91% are presented in Table 
4.4 for comparison.  Rod internal pressure values vary from the base case by 2.0% on average 
excluding an outlier at the negatively biased no AOO condition, which varied by 10%.  This 
variance is most likely due to less gas release in this case, which resulted in less pressure.  
Variance in rod internal pressure ranged from 0.47% in the positively biased 40 GWd/MTU 
condition to 3.43% in the positively biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperature 
varied by 1.3% on average and ranged from 1.17% at the negatively biased no AOO condition to 
1.39% at the positively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition.    Cladding permanent hoop strain varied 
by 2.5% on average and ranged from 2.23% to 2.81% at the negatively and positively biased 50 
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GWd/MTU conditions, respectively.  Overall, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in 
theoretical pellet density has low to moderate influence on outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  A tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and 
cladding permanent hoop strain to vary inversely with pellet theoretical density was observed.   

4.3.6 Pellet Re-Sinter Density  
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet re-sinter 
density by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.4% TD are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  
In-reactor densification can have significant consequences for fuel performance and is described 
in greater detail in U.S. NRC Regulatory Guide 1.126 (U.S. NRC, 1978).  The average variance 
for rod internal pressure is 2.1% and ranges from 1.62% at the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU 
condition to 2.78% at the positively biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperature 
and cladding hoop strain values differ from the base case by less than 1%.  Based on this, it 
appears that manufacturing uncertainty in pellet re-sinter density has a small influence on outputs 
of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  Although the variation was small, a tendency for rod 
internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to vary 
inversely with pellet re-sinter density was observed.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet 
re-sinter density by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.4% TD are presented in Table 4.4 for 
comparison.  In-reactor densification can have significant consequences for fuel performance and 
is described in greater detail in U.S. NRC Regulatory Guide 1.126. Rod internal pressure values 
vary from the base case by 1.4% on average and range from 0.68% in the negatively biased no 
AOO condition to 3.23% in the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.   Peak fuel centerline 
temperatures differ from the base case by 0.6% or less.  Cladding permanent hoop strain 
exhibited an average variance of 2.2% ranging from 1.60% in the negatively biased 40 
GWd/MTU condition to 3.52% in the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, 
it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in pellet re-sinter density has a small influence on 
outputs of interest generated by FRAPON-3.  Although the variation was small, a tendency for 
rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to 
vary inversely with pellet re-sinter density was observed. 

4.3.7 Pellet Roughness 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet roughness by 
the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.5μm are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  The average 
variances in rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and permanent cladding 
values are 1.0, 0.47, and 1.2%, respectively. The maximum variance detected for any value was 
1.69% for rod internal pressure at the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, 
it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in pellet roughness has no influence on FRAPCON-3 
output.  Although the variation was insignificant, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel 
centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with pellet 
roughness was observed. 
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BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet 
roughness by the manufacturing tolerance of ±0.5μm are presented in Table 4.4 for comparison.  
Rod internal pressure values vary from the base case by 2.1% on average and range from 0.08% 
at the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU conditions to 4.78% at the positively biased no AOO 
condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures differ by less than 1.00% from the base.  Cladding 
permanent hoop strain exhibited an average variance of 3.4% ranging from 2.83% at the 
positively biased 30 GWd/MTU and 40 GWd/MTU conditions to 4.26% at the negatively biased 
50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in pellet 
roughness has a low to moderated influence on FRAPCON-3 output.  A tendency for rod internal 
pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and 
decrease with pellet roughness was observed. 

4.3.8 Pellet Dish Diameter and Depth 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting pellet dish diameter 
and depth by the manufacturing tolerances of ±0.5 and 0.05mm, respectively, are presented in 
Table 4.3 for comparison.  Rod internal pressure varied by 1.2% on average and ranged from 
0.41% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 1.62% at the negatively biased no 
AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperature values vary at most by 0.05% at the positively 
biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values vary, on average, by 
1.0% and range from 0.04% to 3.11% at the negative and positive 50 GWd/MTU conditions, 
respectively.  These results indicate that manufacturing uncertainty in pellet dish diameter and 
depth has no influence on the outputs of interested generated by FRAPCON-3.  Although the 
variation was insignificant, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, 
and cladding permanent hoop strain to vary inversely with pellet dish diameter and depth was 
observed.   
 
BWR 
 
The fuel design used in this study were not dished on-end.  Therefore, the influence of 
manufacturing uncertainty in pellet dish diameter and depth were not evaluated for the BWR base 
case.  For dished BWR pellets, the effect of variation in the dish dimnsions are expected to be 
similar to the PWR case.   

4.3.9 Rod Fill Pressure 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting rod fill pressure by 
the manufacturing tolerances of ± 10psi (≈ 0.07MPa) are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  
Rod internal pressure varies by 1.3% on average and ranges from 1.06% in the negatively biased 
no AAO condition to 1.44% in the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel 
centerline temperatures and cladding hoop strain values vary by less than 0.5%.  Overall, it 
appears that manufacturing uncertainty in rod fill pressure has no influence on rod the outputs of 
interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  Although the variation was insignificant, a tendency for rod 
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internal pressure to increase and decrease with rod fill pressure was observed.  However a 
tendency for peak fuel centerline temperatures and cladding permanent hoop strains to vary 
inversely with rod fill pressure was also observed.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting rod fill 
pressure by the manufacturing tolerance of ± 10psi (≈ 0.07MPa) are presented in Table 4.4 for 
comparison.  Rod internal pressure values vary from the base case by 2.7% on average and range 
from 1.13% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 5.71% in the positively biased no 
AOO condition.  Fuel centerline temperatures, on the other hand, varied by 0.33% or less.  
Cladding permanent strain variances averaged 1.1% and range from 0.53% at the negatively 
biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 2.08% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  
Based on these observations, it appears that manufacturing uncertainty in rod fill pressure has low 
to moderate influence on the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  A tendency for rod 
internal pressure to increase and decrease with rod fill pressure was observed.  However a 
tendency for peak fuel centerline temperatures and cladding permanent hoop strains to vary 
inversely with rod fill pressure was also observed. 

4.3.10 Rod Plenum Length 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting rod plenum length by 
the manufacturing tolerances of ± 1 pellet length are presented in Table 4.3 for comparison.  Rod 
internal pressure varies by 2.2% on average and ranges from 1.59% in the positively biased no 
AOO condition to 2.69% in the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel centerline 
temperatures and cladding hoop strain values vary by less than 0.5%.  Overall, it appears that 
manufacturing uncertainty in rod plenum length has no influence on outputs of interest generated 
by FRAPCON-3.  Although variances were insignificant, a tendency for rod internal pressure, 
peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to vary inversely with rod 
plenum length was observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting rod 
plenum length by the manufacturing tolerance of ± 1 pellet length are presented in Table 4.4 for 
comparison.  Rod internal pressure values vary from the base case by 3.6% on average and range 
from 1.55% in the positively biased 50GWd/MTU condition to 4.64% in the negatively biased no 
AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures and cladding permanent hoop strains, on the 
other hand, varied by 0.44% or less.  Based on these observations, it appears that uncertainty in 
rod plenum length has low to moderate influence on the outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  A tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and 
cladding permanent hoop strain to vary inversely with rod plenum length was observed. 

4.4 Effects of Model Uncertainties 
Model uncertainties stem from uncertainties in the models used to simulate the material response 
of the fuel rod in service.  Uncertainty in model fitting parameters resulting from scatter in 
experimental data may significantly influence fuel rod performance predictions generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  The purpose of this section is to present and discuss comparisons between base 
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cases and cases biased by model uncertainty.  Comparisons for PWR and BWR cases are 
presented in Tables 4.5 and 4.6, respectively, and discussed in the following subsections. 
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4.4.1 Fuel Thermal Conductivity 
The fuel thermal conductivity model was biased by ±0.5 W/m-K, which bounds most of the 
experimental data below 4.7 W/m-K that is in the temperature range if interest (T>400°C) 
presented in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2 Predicted and measured thermal conductivity data with ±0.5 W/m-K as upper 
and lower bounds 

 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the fuel thermal 
conductivity model by ± 0.5 W/m-K are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal 
pressure varies by 31.7% on average and ranges from 19.66% to 51.83% at the positively and 
negatively biased no AOO conditions, respectively.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures vary by 
20.0% on average and range from 15.37% at the positively biased no AOO condition to 26.59% 
at the negatively biased no AOO condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values averaged 
35.9% and ranged from 27.03% at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 55.13% at 
the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on these observations, it is clear that 
model uncertainty in the fuel thermal conductivity model significantly influences the outputs of 
interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  A trend for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline 
temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain values to vary inversely with thermal 
conductivity was observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting fuel 
thermal conductivity model by ± 0.5 W/m-K are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.   Rod 
internal pressure values vary from the base case by 60.1% on average and range from 17.91% to 
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116.79% at the positively and negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU conditions, respectively.  Peak 
fuel centerline temperatures vary from the unbiased case by 22.2% on average and range from 
10.51% at the positively biased no AOO condition to 30.35% at the negatively biased 50 
GWd/MTU condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strains vary by 52.5% on average and range 
from 42.04% at the positively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition to 70.83% at the negatively biased 
50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on these observations, it is clear that model uncertainty in the 
fuel thermal conductivity model significantly influences the outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  A trend for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding 
permanent hoop strain values to vary inversely with thermal conductivity model bias was 
observed. 

4.4.2 Fuel Thermal Expansion 
The fuel thermal expansion model was biased by ±15%, which bounds nearly all the data 
presented in Figure 4.3. 
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Figure 4.3 UO2 thermal conductivity model and available data with ±15% as upper and 

lower bounds 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the fuel thermal 
expansion model by either multiplying or dividing by a factor of 1.15 are presented in Table 4.5 
for comparison.  Rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature values vary from the 
unbiased condition by less than 1% and 0.1%, respectively.  The small variation is because the 
gap is closed at high power and/or high burnup for the cases considered.  Thermal expansion 
effects on fuel temperature will be important near BOL and at lower rod powers when the gap is 
open.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values vary by 18.6% on average and range form 16.28% 
at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 21.22% at the positively biased 50 
GWd/MTU condition.  Although model uncertainty in the fuel thermal expansion model does not 
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appear to influence rod internal pressure or peak fuel centerline temperature at the burnups and 
rod powers considered, it does appear to affect the cladding permanent hoop stress values 
predicted by FRAPCON-3.  Since the gap was closed, it is difficult to determine the quantitative 
influence of fuel thermal expansion model uncertainty on rod internal pressure and peak fuel 
centerline temperature when the gap is open near BOL.  However, a trend for cladding permanent 
hoop strain to increase and decrease with the fuel thermal expansion model was observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting fuel 
thermal expansion model by either multiplying or dividing by a factor of 1.15 are presented in 
Table 4.6 for comparison.  Rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature values vary 
by less than 2.81 and 0.2% from the base case, respectively.  The small variation is because the 
gap is closed at high power and/or high burnup for the cases considered.  Cladding permanent 
hoop strain values vary from the base case by 21.0% on average and range from 19.72% at the 
negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU case to 22.16% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  
Although uncertainty in fuel thermal expansion model does not appear to influence rod internal 
pressure or peak fuel centerline temperature, it does appear to significantly influence the cladding 
permanent hoop stress values predicted by FRAPCON-3.  Since the gap was closed, it is difficult 
to determine the quantitative influence of fuel thermal expansion model uncertainty on rod 
internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature when the gap is open near BOL.  However, 
a trend for cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with the fuel thermal 
expansion model was observed. 

4.4.3 Cladding Oxide Conductivity 
The cladding oxide conductivity model was biased by ±0.5 W/m-K, which bound the 
experimental data presented in Figure 4.4. 
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Figure 4.4 ZrO2 thermal conductivity model and available data with ±0.5 W/m-K as 

upper and lower bounds 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the cladding oxide 
conductivity model by ±0.5 W/m-K are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal 
pressure values varied from the base case by 2.5% on average and ranged from 0.82% at the 
positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 4.26% in the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU 
condition (68 μm oxide).  Peak fuel centerline temperatures varied from the base case by 1.0% 
and ranged from 0.28% in the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 3.59% in the 
negatively based 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied by 
2.0% on average and ranged from 0.25% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 
7.97% in the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Overall it appears that uncertainty in 
oxide thermal conductivity has a small influence on the outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  Although the variance was small, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel 
centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to vary inversely with cladding oxide 
conductivity was observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
cladding oxide conductivity model by ±0.5 W/m-K are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.  
Average variance in rod internal pressure between the unbiased and biased model conditions is 
0.4%, which includes a larger variance of 2.51% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU 
condition (21 μm oxide).  Excluding that larger variance, the rod internal pressure varies from the 
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unbiased base case by 0.01% at the positively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition to 0.24% at the 
positively biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperature and cladding permanent 
hoop strain values vary from the base case by less than 0.5%.  Overall, it appears that uncertainty 
in the oxide conductivity does not influence the rod internal pressure, fuel centerline temperature, 
or cladding permanent hoop strain values predicted by FRAPCON-3.  Since the variance is very 
small, it is difficult to discern trends between rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline 
temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain with cladding oxide conductivity.  However, a 
tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop 
strain to vary inversely with cladding oxide conductivity was observed.   

4.4.4 Cladding Conductivity 
The cladding conductivity model was biased by +5/-3 W/m-K, which bounds nearly all the 
experimental data presented in Figure 4.5. 
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Figure 4.5 Zircaloy thermal conductivity model and available data with +5/-3 W/m-K as 

upper and lower bounds 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the cladding 
conductivity model by +5 W/m-K and -3 W/m-K are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod 
internal pressure values varied from the base case by 1.8% on average and range from 0.28% to 
2.84% at the negatively and positively biased no AOO conditions, respectively.  Peak fuel 
centerline temperatures varied from the base case by less than 1%.  Cladding permanent hoop 
strain values varied by 1.5% on average and range from 0.87% at the negatively biased 40 
GWd/MTU case to 2.51% at the positively biased 50GWd/MTU case.  Overall, it appears that 
model uncertainty in the cladding conductivity model has no significant influence on the outputs 
of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  Despite the lack of a significant influence, a tendency for 
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rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to 
vary inversely with cladding conductivity was observed.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
cladding conductivity model by +5 W/m-K and -3W/m-K are presented in Table 4.6 for 
comparison.  Rod internal pressure values vary from the unbiased case by 4.0% on average and 
range from 1.57% in the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition to 9.51% in the negatively 
biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures vary from the based case by 1.1% 
on average and range form 1.00% in the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition to 1.22% in 
the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition.  The cladding permanent hoop strain values varied 
from the base case by 2.4% on average and ranged from 1.57% at the negatively biased 40 
GWd/MTUcondition to 3.10% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it 
appears that model uncertainty in the cladding conductivity model has no significant influence on 
the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  Although the variance was small, a tendency 
for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values to vary inversely with cladding conductivity was observed.   

4.4.5 Gas Conductance 
The gas conductance model was biased by ±5%, which bounds nearly all the experimental data 
presented in Figure 4.6. 
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Figure 4.6 Helium thermal conductivity model and available data with ±5% as upper 

and lower bounds 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the gas conductance 
model by ±5% are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal pressure, peak fuel 
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centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain values varied by less than 1.15%.  
Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the gas conductance model has no significant 
influence over the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  Despite the lack of a significant 
effect, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding 
permanent hoop strain to decrease with enhanced gas conductivity was observed.     
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the gas 
conductance model by ±5% are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.    Rod internal pressure, 
peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base 
case by less than 1%.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the gas conductance 
model has no significant influence over the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  
Despite the lack of a significant effect, a tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline 
temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to decrease with enhanced gas conductivity was 
observed.     

4.4.6 Fission Gas Release 
The fission gas release model was biased by multiplying or dividing gas diffusivity, D, by 2.  The 
nominal model is shown in Figure 4.7.  The biased models shown in Figures 4.8 and 4.9 bound 
most of the experimental data.  
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Figure 4.7 Nominal predicted vs. measured fission gas release 



4.30 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Measured FGR

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
FG

R

Steady State Power Ramped
 

Figure 4.8 Predicted vs. measured fission gas release for upper bound model with D*2 
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Figure 4.9 Predicted vs. measured fission gas release for lower bound model with D/2 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the fission gas 
release model by *2 or /2 are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal pressures 
varied by 12.3% from the base case on average and ranged from 9.69%  at the negatively biased 
40 GWd/MTU condition to 16.57% at the positively biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel 
centerline and cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by less than 0.6% 
and 0.8%, respectively.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the fission gas release 
model has significant influence over rod internal pressure values and little influence on peak fuel 
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centerline temperature or cladding permanent hoop strain values generated by FRAPCON-3.  The 
impact on fuel temperature would be more significant if the gap were open, e.g., at lower burnup.  
As expected, rod internal pressure significantly increased with increased fission gas release. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
fission gas model by *2 or /2 are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.    Rod internal pressures 
varied by 23.6% from the base case on average and ranged from 2.04% to 39.93% between the 
negatively and positively biased 30 GWd/MTU conditions, respectively.  Peak fuel centerline and 
cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by less than 2.0% and 3.0%, 
respectively.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the fission gas release model has 
significant influence over rod internal pressure values and little influence on peak fuel centerline 
temperature or cladding permanent hoop strain values generated by FRAPCON-3.  The impact on 
fuel temperature would be more significant if the gap were open, e.g., at lower burnup.  As 
expected, rod internal pressure significantly increased with increased fission gas release. 

4.4.7 Cladding Corrosion 
The cladding corrosion model was biased by ±40%.  The nominal model is shown in Figure 4.10.  
The models biased to bound nearly all experimental data are shown in Figures 4.11 and 4.12. 
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Figure 4.10 Nominal predicted vs. measured oxide thickness 
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Figure 4.11 Predicted vs. measured oxide thickness for upper bound model with +40% 
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Figure 4.12 Predicted vs. measured oxide thickness for lower bound model with -40% 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the cladding 
corrosion model by ±40% are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal pressures 
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varied by 2.5% from the base case on average and ranged from 0.83%  at the positively biased 30 
GWd/MTU condition to 4.67% at the positively biased no AOO condition.  Peak fuel centerline 
temperatures varied from the base case by 1.0% on average and ranged from 0.33% at the 
negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 3.36% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU 
condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by 2.5% on average 
and ranged from 0.41% in the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 9.28% in the 
positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the 
cladding corrosion model has low to moderate influence on the outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  It should be noted that cladding corrosion and hydriding can have a significant 
impact on cladding ductility.  A tendency for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline 
temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with cladding 
corrosion was observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
cladding corrosion model by ±40% are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.    Rod internal 
pressures varied by 0.4% from the base case on average and ranged from 0.00% at the negatively 
biased 40 GWd/MTU condition to 2.51% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak 
fuel centerline temperatures varied from the base case by 0.3% on average and ranged from 
0.17% at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 0.39% at the positively biased 50 
GWd/MTU condition.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by 0.3% 
on average and ranged from 0.07% in the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition to 0.44% in 
the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in 
the cladding corrosion model has no significant influence on the outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3.  It should be noted that cladding corrosion and hydriding can have a significant 
impact on cladding ductility.  Despite the lack of a significant effect, a tendency for rod internal 
pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase with 
positively biased cladding corrosion was observed. 

4.4.8 Fuel Swelling 
The fuel swelling model was biased by ±0.3% ΔV/V per 10 GWd/MTU, which bounds nearly all 
the data presented in Figure 4.13 as well as the Halden swelling data shown in Figure 2.69. 
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Figure 4.13 Fuel swelling model and available data with ±0.3% ΔV/V per 10 GWd/MTU 
as upper and lower bounds on the swelling rate 

 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the fuel swelling 
model by ±0.3 per 10GWd/MTU are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal 
pressure values varied from the base case by 1.6% on average and ranged from 0.00% at the 
negatively biased no AOO condition to 4.75% at the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition.  
Peak fuel centerline temperatures varied from the base case by less than 0.1%.  Cladding 
permanent hoop strain values varied form the based case by 2.1% on average and ranged from 
0.03% at the no AOO conditions to 4.90% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  
There is a significant impact on rod pressure limits based on no-cladding-liftoff criteria where the 
cladding creep rate cannot exceed the fuel swelling rate.  Overall, it appears that model 
uncertainty in the fuel swelling model has a small influence over the rod internal pressure and 
cladding permanent hoop strain and little influence on peak fuel centerline temperature values 
generated by FRAPCON-3 at bunrups and LHGRs where the gap is closed.  A tendency for rod 
internal pressure and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with fuel swelling 
was observed.   
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the fuel 
swelling model by ±0.3 per 10GWd/MTU are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.  Rod 
internal pressure values varied form the base case by 2.9% on average and ranged from 0.29% at 
the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 8.47% in the negatively biased no AOO 
condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures varied from the base case by less than 0.25%.  
Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by 7.8% and ranged from 
2.64% to 16.89% at the positively and negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU conditions, respectively.  
There is a significant impact on rod pressure limits based on no-cladding-liftoff criteria where the 
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cladding creep rate cannot exceed the fuel swelling rate.  Overall, it appears that model 
uncertainty in the fuel swelling model has a small to moderate influence on rod internal pressure 
and cladding permanent hoop strain values generated by FRAPCON-3 and little influence on 
peak fuel centerline temperature. Despite the lack of a significant effect, a tendency for rod 
internal pressure and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with fuel swelling 
was observed.   

4.4.9 Creep of Irradiated Cladding 
The irradiated cladding creep model was biased by +10%/-40%, which bounds nearly all the data 
presented in Figure 4.14. 
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Figure 4.14 Cladding creep model and available data with +10%/-40% upper and lower 
bound on creep rate. 

 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the irradiated 
cladding creep model by +10%/-40% are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal 
pressure values varied from the base case by 0.6% on average and ranged from 0.05% to 1.21% at 
the positively and negatively biased no AOO conditions, respectively.  Peak fuel centerline 
temperatures and cladding permanent hoop strain values varied form the base case by less that 
0.2%.  The impact of cladding creep on fuel temperature will be significant at lower burnups 
when the gap is open.  Also, there is a significant impact on rod pressure limits based on no-
cladding-liftoff criteria where the cladding creep rate cannot exceed the fuel swelling rate.  
Overall, it appears that model uncertainty in the irradiated cladding creep model has no influence 
over the rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature and cladding permanent hoop 
strain values generated by FRAPCON-3. 
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BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
irradiated cladding creep model by +10%/-40% are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.  Rod 
internal pressure and cladding permanent hoop strain values vary form the base case by less than 
1.0 and 1.8%, respectively.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures varied form the base case by less 
than 0.1%.  The impact of cladding creep on fuel temperature will be significant at lower burnups 
when the gap is open.  Also, there is a significant impact on rod pressure limits based on no-
cladding-liftoff criteria where the cladding creep rate cannot exceed the fuel swelling rate. 
Overall, it appears that model uncertainty in the irradiated cladding creep model has no 
significant influence on rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding 
permanent hoop strain values generated by FRAPCON-3. 

4.4.10 Cladding Yield Strength  
The cladding yield model was biased by adjusting the strength coefficient, K, by ± 30%.  The 
nominal model is shown in Figure 4.15.  The biased models bound nearly all experimental data as 
shown in Figures 4.16 and 4.17. 
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Figure 4.15 Nominal predicted vs. measured yield stress 
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Figure 4.16 Predicted vs. measured yield stress for upper bound model with K*1.3 
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Figure 4.17 Predicted vs. measured yield stress for lower bound model with K/1.3 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the strength 
coefficient, K, of the cladding yield strength model by ± 30% are presented in Table 4.5 for 
comparison.  Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values varied form the base case by less than 1.1%.  Based on this, it appears that model 
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uncertainty in the cladding yield strength model has little influence over the outputs of interest 
generated by FRAPCON-3. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
strength coefficient, K, of the cladding yield strength model by ± 30% are presented in Table 4.6 
for comparison.  Rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperatures varied from the base 
case by less than 1.6% and 0.6% respectively.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied 
from the base case by 1.7% on average and ranged from 0.15% at the positively biased 40 
GWd/MTU condition to 6.05% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, 
it appears that model uncertainty in the cladding yield strength model has little influence on rod 
internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain values 
generated by FRAPCON-3. 

4.4.11 Young’s Modulus of Cladding 
The cladding Young’s modulus model was biased by +5/-10GPa, which bounds nearly all the 
data presented in Figure 4.18. 
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Figure 4.18 Predicted and measured cladding Young’s Modulus data with +5/-10 GPa as 
upper and lower bounds 

 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the Young’s modulus 
of cladding model by + 5MPa and -10MPa are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison. Based on 
these results, it appears that model uncertainty in the Young’s modulus of cladding model has no 
influence on rod internal pressure, fuel centerline temperature, or cladding permanent hoop strain 
values predicted by FRAPCON-3.   
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BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
Young’s modulus of cladding model by +5 MPa and -10MPa are presented in Table 4.6 for 
comparison.  Based on these results, it appears that uncertainty in the Young’s modulus model 
has no effect on rod internal pressure, fuel centerline temperature, or cladding permanent hoop 
strain values predicted by FRAPCON-3.   

4.4.12 Cladding Axial Growth 
The cladding axial growth models for PWR and BWR reactors were biased by ± 50%, which 
bounds most of the data presented in Figures 4.19 and 4.20, respectively. 
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Figure 4.19 Cladding axial growth model for PWR cladding with ±50% as upper and 

lower bounds 
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Figure 4.20 Cladding axial growth model for BWR cladding with ±50% as upper and 

lower bounds 
 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the cladding axial 
growth model by ± 50% are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal pressure values 
varied from the base case by 4.5% on average and ranged from 3.17% at the negatively biased 40 
GWd/MTU condition to 6.23% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel 
centerline temperatures varied from the base case by less than 0.1% and cladding permanent hoop 
strain values varied by 0.15% or less.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the 
cladding axial growth model has a small effect on rod internal pressure and no effect on peak fuel 
centerline temperature or cladding permanent hoop strain values predicted by FRAPCON-3.  A 
tendency for rod internal to increase or decrease with the cladding axial growth model was 
observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
cladding axial growth model by ± 50% are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.  Rod internal 
pressure values varied form the base case by 2.9% on average and ranged from 1.34% at the 
positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition to 3.64% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU 
condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperature and cladding permanent hoop strain values varied by 
less then 0.05% and 0.3%, respectively.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the 
cladding axial growth model has no significant effect on rod internal pressure and no effect on 
peak fuel centerline temperature or cladding permanent hoop strain values predicted by 
FRAPCON-3.  Despite the lack of a significant effect, a tendency for rod internal to increase or 
decrease with the cladding axial growth model was observed. 
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4.4.13 Cladding Thermal Expansion 
The cladding thermal expansion model was biased by ± 30%.  Figures 4.21 and 4.22 present 
diametral and axial thermal expansion data, respectively, with most of the experimental bounded 
by the bias. 
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Figure 4.21 Cladding diametral thermal expansion model with ±30% as upper and lower 

bounds 
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Figure 4.22 Cladding axial thermal expansion model with +30%/-10% as upper and 

lower bounds 
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PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the cladding thermal 
expansion model by ± 30% are presented in Table 4.5 for comparison.  Rod internal pressure and 
peak fuel centerline temperature values varied from the base case by less than 0.5%.  Cladding 
permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by 1.2% on average and ranged from 
0.67% at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 1.95% at the positively biased 50 
GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the cladding thermal 
expansion model has no significant effect on outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  
Despite the lack of a significant effect, a tendency for cladding permanent hoop strain to vary 
inversely with cladding thermal expansion was observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
cladding thermal expansion model by ± 30% are presented in Table 4.6 for comparison.  Rod 
internal pressure values varied form the base case by 0.3% on average and ranged from 0.01% at 
the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 1.10% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU 
condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures varied from the base case by less than 0.05%.  
Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the based case by 1.1% and ranged from 
0.58% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition to 1.79% at the positively biased 30 
GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears that model uncertainty in the cladding thermal 
expansion model has no significant effect on the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.  
Despite the lack of a significant effect, a tendency for cladding permanent hoop strain to increase 
with decreased cladding thermal expansion was observed. 

4.5 Effects of Power Uncertainties 
Power uncertainties include fluctuations in the steady state power as well as the range of times 
and power levels that may be experienced during an AOO.  In this study, the steady state power 
was varied by 10% over the entire power history to account for uncertainties in the calculation of 
steady state power.  In addition, an AOO resulting in a 50% increase in power output for a period 
of 4 hrs was also considered.  To study the influence of uncertainty in this AOO, two separate 
instances were analyzed.  In the first case, the power increase was varied from 40% to 60%.  The 
second case consisted of decreasing and increasing the duration of the transient by 1 hour.  
Results of the power uncertainty study are presented in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 and discussed in the 
following subsections. 
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4.5.1 Steady State 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR 
base case and cases biased by adjusting the steady state power by ±10% are presented in Table 
4.7 for comparison.  The average variance in rod internal pressure and peak fuel centerline 
temperature is 20% and 10%, respectively.  Based on these results, it is appears that power 
uncertainty in steady state power has a major effect on rod internal pressure and peak fuel 
centerline temperature. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting steady 
state power by ±10% are presented in Table 4.8 for comparison.  The average variance in rod 
internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature is 15% and 10%, respectively.  Based on 
these results it appears that power uncertainty in steady state power has a major effect on rod 
internal pressure and peak fuel centerline temperature. 

4.5.2 Height of AOO Pulse 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the height of AOO 
pulse by ±10% are presented in Table 4.7 for comparison.  The average variance in rod internal 
pressure is 5.9% and varies from 4.53% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 
7.98% at the negatively biased 40 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures 
varied from the unbiased case by an average of 6.0% and ranged from 5.47% at the positively 
biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 6.25% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  
Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied, on average, by 28.0% from the unbiased case.  
Cladding variance ranged from 24.71% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 
31.51% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on these results, it appears that 
power uncertainty in AOO pulse height has a moderate effect on rod internal pressure and peak 
fuel centerline temperature, and a major effect on cladding permanent hoop strain values 
generated by FRAPCON-3.  A trend for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, 
and cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with AOO pulse height was 
observed. 
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
height of AOO pulse by ±10% are presented in Table 4.8 for comparison.  The average variance 
in rod internal pressure is 16.8% and varies from 12.05% at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU 
condition to 21.61% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel centerline 
temperatures varied, on average, by 7.0% and ranged from 6.80% at the negatively biased 50 
GWd/MTU condition to 7.25% at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition.  Cladding 
permanent hoop strain values varied from the base case by 34.3%, on average and ranged from 
31.98% at the negatively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 37.59% at the positively biased 
50GWd/MTU condition.  Based on these results it appears that power uncertainty in the AOO 
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pulse height has a moderate effect on peak fuel centerline temperature, and a major effect on rod 
internal pressure and cladding permanent hoop strain values predicted by FRAPCON-3.  A trend 
for rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain to 
increase and decrease with AOO pulse height was observed. 

4.5.3 Duration of AOO Pulse 
PWR 
 
Rod internal pressure, peak fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop strain 
values for an unbiased 17X17 PWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the duration of AOO 
pulse by ±1hr are presented in Table 4.7 for comparison.  The average variance in rod internal 
pressure is 3.1% and varies from 1.24% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 
6.67% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel centerline temperatures, on 
the other hand, varied by 0.1% or less.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied by 1.8% on 
average and ranged from 1.38% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU condition to 2.28% at the 
negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears that power uncertainty in 
the AOO pulse duration has a moderate effect on the outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-
3.  A trend for rod internal pressure, fuel centerline temperature, and cladding permanent hoop 
strain to increase and decrease with the duration of AOO pulse was observed.  
 
BWR 
 
Outputs of interest for the unbiased 10X10 BWR base case and cases biased by adjusting the 
duration of AOO pulse by ±1hr are presented in Table 4.8 for comparison.  The average variance 
in rod internal pressure is 4.5% and varies from 1.90% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU 
condition to 7.89% at the positively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Peak fuel centerline 
temperatures varied by less than 0.5%.  Cladding permanent hoop strain values varied from the 
base case by 2.6% on average and ranged from 2.01% at the positively biased 30 GWd/MTU 
condition to 3.53% at the negatively biased 50 GWd/MTU condition.  Based on this, it appears 
that power uncertainty in the AOO pulse duration has a moderate effect on the outputs of interest 
generated by FRAPCON-3.  A trend for rod internal pressure, fuel centerline temperature, and 
cladding permanent hoop strain to increase and decrease with the duration of AOO pulse was 
observed.  

4.6 Conclusions 
The influence of manufacturing, model, and power uncertainties on outputs of interest generated 
by FRAPCON-3 has been evaluated.  Overall, it appears that manufacturing uncertainties have a 
small influence over the outputs of interest.  The average variation between unbiased PWR and 
BWR base cases and cases biased by manufacturing uncertainties is typically less than 7%.  
Model uncertainties, on the other hand, significantly influence outputs of interest generated by 
FRAPCON-3 and may result in values that differ from the base cases by as much as 60%.  This 
underscores the importance of exercising care in the selection and derivation of models and fitting 
parameters.  Finally, evaluation of power uncertainties has revealed variation in steady state 
power has a major impact on centerline temperature and rod internal pressure and that the AOO 
pulse height has a more significant influence than the pulse duration on FRAPCON-3 outputs.  In 
particular, cladding permanent hoop strain values can vary from the base case by as much as 34% 
when the AOO pulse height is varied from the base case by ±10%.  The following subsections 
summarize the individual sources of uncertainty that have a significant impact on outputs of 
interest generated by FRAPCON-3. 
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The conclusions of this example sensitivity study could change depending on power histories.  
For example, if the peak power started higher than assumed here and dropped off at lower burnup, 
the gap would be open at lower burnup.  This could make cladding creep, fuel swelling and 
fission gas release more important to the peak fuel centerline temperature predictions.   

4.6.1 Rod Internal Pressure 
Individual manufacturing uncertainties only influenced rod internal pressure values by 5% or less, 
however, examination of model uncertainties revealed that rod internal pressure values can be 
significantly influenced by uncertainty in the fuel thermal conductivity and fission gas release 
models.  Rod internal pressure values varied, on average, from the PWR and BWR base cases by 
approximately 32% and 60%, respectively, when the fuel thermal conductivity model is biased by 
±0.5W/m-K.  Biasing the diffusivity of the fission gas release model by ±2 resulted variations 
from the base case by 12% and 24% for PWR and BWR cases, respectively.  Power uncertainty 
also had a significant influence on rod internal pressure.  The uncertainty in steady state power 
has a major impact on the prediction of rod internal pressure.  In addition, variation in AOO pulse 
height results rod internal pressures varying by 17% from the BWR base case.  However, this 
effect was not as significant for the PWR, as the biased AOO pulse height only varied from the 
base case by 6%.  

4.6.2 Peak Fuel Centerline Temperature 
Peak fuel centerline temperature values were insensitive to individual manufacturing uncertainties.  
However, biasing the fuel thermal conductivity model by ±0.5W/m-K resulted in variation from 
the PWR and BWR base cases by 20 and 22%, respectively.  Power uncertainties have a major 
impact on peak fuel centerline temperature. 

4.6.3 Cladding Permanent Hoop Strain 
Cladding permanent hoop strain values were insensitive to individual manufacturing uncertainties.  
However, model uncertainty in the fuel thermal conductivity and fuel thermal expansion models 
resulted in significant variation from the PWR and BWR base cases.  Biasing the fuel thermal 
conductivity model by ±0.5W/m-K resulted in variations of 36 and 52% from the PWR and BWR 
base cases, respectively.  Biasing the fuel thermal expansion model by ±15% resulted in 
variations of 19 and 21% from the PWR and BWR base cases, respectively.  Power uncertainties 
also influence cladding permanent hoop strains.  In particular, biasing the AOO pulse height by 
±10% resulted in values that varied by 28 and 34% from the PWR and BWR base cases, 
respectively.  
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
The conclusion of this assessment is that both FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN-1.3 provide best-
estimate predictions of fuel and cladding temperatures and cladding stress and strain.  The 
assessments of each model and the assessments of the combined model predictions are shown in 
Section 2.  Several areas have been identified as areas that should be re-examined and new 
models developed to improve the model’s predictive capability.  These areas are outlined below.   
 
• Cladding corrosion:  The model for hydrogen pickup in Zircaloy-2 under BWR conditions 

was found to over-predict hydrogen data.  A new model was developed and is described in 
Section 3.1.1.  The model for corrosion of ZIRLO™ was found to under-predict cladding 
corrosion at high burnup (>60 GWd/MTU).  New model parameters were developed and are 
described in Section 3.1.2.  The model for corrosion of M5™ was found to over-predict 
cladding corrosion at high burnup (>60 GWd/MTU).  New model parameters were developed 
and are described in Section 3.1.3.  After making this adjustment, it was also necessary to 
change the hydrogen pickup for M5™ as described in Section 3.1.3.   

• Radial power profile: The TUBRNP subroutine that calculates radial power profile was 
updated as recommended by the authors of the subroutine to model the radial power profile in 
the HWR neutron spectrum as well as a LWR neutron spectrum.  The details of this update 
are described in Section 3.2.  A lookup and interpolation routine was developed and 
implemented in FRAPCON-3.4 to model the radial power profile for UO2-Gd2O3 fuel in both 
HWR and LWR neutron spectrums.  The details of this update are described in Section 3.3 

• UO2 thermal expansion:  The model for UO2 fuel thermal expansion was found to slightly 
under-predict expansion strain at high temperature between 2500K and 3000K.  Although this 
under prediction was within the scatter of the data, new model parameters were developed to 
predict the mean of the expansion strain data at high temperature and are described in Section 
3.4.   

• Gas conductivity:  The gas conductivity models do not model the conductivity well for most 
gasses beyond 1100K.  This will not affect most of the temperature predictions since the gas 
does not typically exceed 1000K.  New data model parameters were developed to better 
predict gas conductivity at high temperature and are described in Section 3.5.    

• Steam conductivity:  The steam conductivity models in FRAPCON-3.3 and FRAPTRAN 1.3 
were not the same.  In addition, neither model predicted the data well.  The models in both 
codes were changed to match the ASME model as described in Section 3.6.  This is most 
important in FRAPTRAN-1.3 where the gap may be filled with steam after cladding rupture.   

• Cladding irradiation creep:  That the cladding irradiation creep model in FRAPCON-3.3 
predicts creepdown to occur too rapidly.  A new model has been selected and compared to 
creepdown data from fuel rods and from in-reactor pressurized cladding tube creep tests.  
This model is described in Section 3.7.   

 
The influence of manufacturing, model, and power uncertainties on outputs of interest generated 
by FRAPCON-3.3 has been evaluated.  Overall, it appears that manufacturing uncertainties on an 
individual basis have a small to moderate or little influence over the outputs of interest.  The 
average variation between unbiased PWR and BWR base cases and cases biased by individual 
manufacturing uncertainties is typically less than 5%.  Individual model uncertainties, on the 
other hand, significantly influence outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.3 and may result 
in values that differ from the base cases by as much as 60%.  This underscores the importance of 
exercising care in the selection and derivation of models and fitting parameters.  Finally, 
evaluation of power uncertainties has revealed that the uncertainty on steady state power has a 
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major impact on the prediction of fuel centerline temperature and rod internal gas pressure.  In 
addition, for a 50% overpower even with a 4 hour hold time, the pulse height has a more 
significant influence than the pulse duration on FRAPCON-3.3 outputs.  In particular, cladding 
permanent hoop strain values can vary from the base case by as much as 34% when the AOO 
pulse height is varied from the base case by ±10%.  The individual sources of uncertainty that 
have a significant impact on outputs of interest generated by FRAPCON-3.3 are summarized 
below. 
• Rod Internal Pressure: Although manufacturing uncertainty only influenced rod internal 

pressure values by 5% or less, examination of model uncertainties revealed that rod internal 
pressure values can be significantly influenced by uncertainty in the fuel thermal conductivity 
and fission gas release models.  Rod internal pressure values varied, on average, from the 
PWR and BWR base cases by approximately 32% and 60%, respectively, when the fuel 
thermal conductivity model is biased by ±0.5W/m-K.  Biasing the diffusivity of the fission 
gas release model by ±2 resulted variations from the base case by 12% and 24% for PWR and 
BWR cases, respectively.  Power uncertainty also had a significant influence on rod internal 
pressure.  The uncertainty in steady state power has a major impact on the prediction of rod 
internal pressure.  In addition, variation in AOO pulse height results rod internal pressures 
varying by 17% from the BWR base case.  However, this effect was not as significant for the 
PWR, as the biased AOO pulse height only varied from the base case by 6%.  

• Peak Fuel Centerline Temperature: Peak fuel centerline temperature values were insensitive 
to manufacturing uncertainty.  However, biasing the fuel thermal conductivity model by 
±0.5W/m-K resulted in variation from the PWR and BWR base cases by 20 and 22%, 
respectively.  Power uncertainties have a major impact on peak fuel centerline temperature. 

• Cladding Permanent Hoop Strain: Cladding permanent hoop strain values were insensitive to 
manufacturing uncertainty.  However, model uncertainty in the fuel thermal conductivity and 
fuel thermal expansion models resulted in significant variation from the PWR and BWR base 
cases.  Biasing the fuel thermal conductivity model by ±0.5W/m-K resulted in variations of 
36 and 52% from the PWR and BWR base cases, respectively.  Biasing the fuel thermal 
expansion model by ±15% resulted in variations of 19 and 21% from the PWR and BWR 
base cases, respectively.  Power uncertainties also influence cladding permanent hoop strains.  
In particular, biasing the AOO pulse height by ±10% resulted in values that varied by 28 and 
34% from the PWR and BWR base cases, respectively.  
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